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Government are able to make with this last question. A satis- 
factory solution would be worth more than all the other 
legislation likely to be produced during the Session, and 
the longer the matter is delayed the more difficult will 
it be to deal with. The Board of Trade Bill for amending 
company law will require discussion, but it should be pos- 
sible to pass it. The amendment of the law of evidence has 
been so long before Parliament that further discussion is useless. 
It ought now to be taken up and settled. The Speech contains 
no allusion to a Land Transfer Bill or Bills, but this must not be 
regarded as an indication that the Lord Chancellor has abandoned 
the subject. There has been the same omission for the last 
year or two, but the Bill has made its appearance all the same. 





Ovr reapers will probably remember the letter which we 
printed some months ago (39 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 653) from 
Mr. Anruvr C. Surrn, of Liverpool, calling attention to the 
course taken by the Inland Revenue Commissioners with respect 
to the stamp duty on the transfer of a mortgage, where the 
principal sum originally secured by the mortgage has been 
reduced. In the case to which Mr. Suiru referred there was 
(1) a mortgage by A. B. toC. D. to secure £1,000; (2) a transfer 
of the mortgage from ©. D. to E. F. (A. B. being a party), 
which recited that £300 had been paid by A. B. in reduction of 
the principal, the transfer consequently being for the balance— 
£700; and (3) a reconveyance from E. F.to A B. The transfer 
was stamped with ad valorem transfer duty on £700, and the 
reconveyance was stamped with ad valorem duty on the same 
amount. In Mr. Surru’s view this latter stamp was insufficient, 
as the reconveyance duty should have been calculated on the 
full sum of £1,000 originally secured by the mortgage. But 
upon the reconveyance being presented to the Commissioners 
for adjudication they took the view that it was the transfer 
which was insufficieutly stamped, the stamp on the reconvey- 
ance being correct ; and they exacted the extra duty and the 
paar in respect of the transfer. Upon steps being taken, 

wever, to have the matter submitted to the court, they 
remitted the penalty, and on the 21st of last June intimated, in 
a letter to the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, that 
they would consider favourably any application to impress 
further duty without penalty on similar deeds which have been 
stamped with transfer duty only. This further duty would 
apparently be “‘ reconveyance” duty in respect of the amount 
by which the mortgage debt had been reduced at the time of 
the transfer, leaving the duty in respect of the balance to be 
paid when the mortgage is finally discharged. But to judge 
from the letter from Mr. J.T. Kay, of Hartlepool, which we 
printed recently (ante, p. 143), the Commissioners have raised 
the very odd contention that the transfer must bear, in addition 
to the transfer duty on the amount of the mortgage debt 
actually transferred, reconveyance duty on the entire amount of 
the mortgage debt, and not only on the portion which has been 
paid off. Whether they would exact duty again upon the final 
reconveyance is 4 question which, having regard to the vagaries 
of the Decoded ioners, it would be difficult to answer; but for- 
tunately this very inconvenient state of things seems to have 
been terminated by the decision in the Scotch case of Munro v. 
Commissioners of Inland Hevenue (33 Be. L. R. 152), given on the 
29th of November last. 
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In Tux case just mentioned there was a bond and disposition 





6d. per £100 on £3,000 ; the Inland Revenue Commissioners, on 
the other hand, contending that it should be 25s., that is, a 
valorem duty on the full mortgage debt of £5,000. Under the 
head of ‘Mortgage, Bond,” &c., and the sub-head “‘ Reoon- 
veyance, Release, Discharge,” &c., the Stamp Act, 1891, imposes 
the ad valorem duty of 6d. “for every £100, and also for any 
fractional part of £100, of the total amount or value of the money 
at any time secured.” From these words the Court of Session 
drew the conclusions, (1) that the final discharge of the mortgage 
debt ought to bear duty in respect of the full amount thereof— 
in the present case £5,000; (2) that, since the ‘ discharge” 
duty was imposed only in respect of the discharge of the entire 
amount, there is no ad valorem duty payable upon a discharge of 
part of the amount; and (3) that a deed of partial discharge is 
a deed not described in the schedule, and therefore liable toa 
stamp of 10s. In this case there had been no transfer of the 
reduced mortgage debt, but there seems to be no difficulty in 
making the necessary application of the principles laid down, 
The “transfer” duty is clearly only on the amount transferred 
—that is, on the balance of the debt. Contrary to the conten- 
tion of the Inland Revenue Commissioners, there is no ad valorem 
‘‘reconveyance ” or “ discharge” duty payable on the transfer, 
either in respect of the amount which has been paid off, or in 
respect of the whole mortgage debt; though it seems that if 
the deed of transfer were so drawn as to have a distinct operation 
as a partial discharge of the debt, it would be liable to a further 
duty of 10s. When the mortgage is finally satisfied, then the 
reconveyance will bear duty on the highest amount of principal 
which has at any time been secured. 





TERE Is no precedent for holding that college authorities are 
liable to an action at the suit of an undergraduate whom they 
have sent down, and in the case of Green v. The Master and 
Fellows of St. Peter’s College, Cambridge, tried at the Hertford 
Assizes last Saturday, Writs, J., declined to make one. The 
action was based on the assumption that there exists a contract 
between the authorities and the undergraduate, by virtue of 
which the latter undertakes to observe the lawful regulations of 
the college, and the authorities undertake to do all things 
necessary to enable the undergraduate to proceed to his degree, 
But the existence of such a contract is negatived by the whole 
theory of college life. The relations between the governing 
body of the college and its members are matters primarily of 
internal discipline, and when it is necessary to invoke a higher 
authority this is to be found in the visitor. A domestic forum 
being thus regularly constituted, there is no occasion for the 
interference of the courts. But if the plaintiff could have 
got over this initial difficulty, he would still apparently have 

iled to impeach the conduct of the master and fellows. 
He was sent down for disputing their power to require 
him to attend chapels, and, in order for him to succeed, he 
must have shewn that he was entitled to the protection 
of section 3 of the University Tests Act, 1871. The first 
part of the section—it is too long to quot@—excludes, subject 
to certain provisoes, the requirement of religious observance 
altogether, but this appears to apply only to graduates and 
to persons who are about to take a degree. The second part # 
more general, and provides that no person shall “‘ be compelled 
in any of the said universities or any such college as aforesaid, 
to attend the public worship of any church, sect, or denomin#- 
tion to which Se does not belong.” For an undergraduate, how- 
ever, to escape chapel under this provision, it is necessary for him 








of heritable subjects in security, dated in June, 1877, by A. B. 








first to state that he does not belong to the Church of England; 


Mi ei 


>52 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. Feb. 15, 1806, 


to the relief of agricultural distress, and the second to the|to the trustees of C. D. to secure £5,000. Afterwards A.B 
rehabilitation of voluntary schools. These are primarily | sold the heritable subjects, under burden of the bond and th 
political matters, though it is possible that the former may lead | disposition in security, to E.F. In May, 1887, E. F. repaj 
to some interesting legislation being placed on the statute book. |C. D.’s trustees £2,000, and received from them a partial 
The question of employers’ liability, too, has assumed a/| discharge of the bond and disposition in security to that extent, 
political aspect in consequence of the prominence assigned to|The deed of partial discharge, which further declared th 
the subject of contracting out. The last paragraph of the | security-subjects to be redeemed and disburdened to the same 
Speech includes a variety of matters, several of them of great | extent, was impressed with a stamp of 10s. In May, 1895, the 
importance. Measures are promised for the avoidance and | trustees of E. F. repaid to the trustees of C. D. the balance of 
settlement of trade disputes, for facilitating the construction of | £3,000, and a question arose as to the amount of the gs 

light railways, and for dealing with the supply of water to the | duty chargeable on the final discharge—E. F.’s trustees contend. 
metropolis. It will be interesting to see what progress the | ing that it should be 15s., being ad valorem duty at the rate of 
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. that that was not so in his case. 
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it appeared from the evidence in the present case that no 
- ivenet had ever been made by the plaintiff. Hence he 
had no ground of complaint under the statute. The question of 
compulsory chapels has long exercised the undergraduate mind, 
though the requirements in this respect are not 80 sr 
indays gone by. Three times in the week and twice on Sundays 
seems to be the irreducible minimum at Peterhouse. 





Tae Decision in Re Arton (reported in another column) is 
rendered valuable by the lucid statement of the Lord Chief 
Justice as to the principles by which the court should be guided 
in deciding extradition cases. These cases usually involve a 
close consideration of the English and foreign versions of the 
treaty under which the extradition is claimed, and of the 

ise meaning of the terms of criminal law made use of in 
i wesslons. It is well established that a crime for which 
extradition from this country can be granted must be a crime 
within both English law and the law of the country demanding 
extradition. If it were also necessary to establish in each case 
that the acts alleged to have been done fell under the same 
beading of crime according to the laws of both countries, it 
would be extremely difficult, if not impossible, to grant extra- 
dition in the majority of cases; for it very seldom, if ever, 
occurs that the term which denotes a particular class of crime in 
one country is represented by an exact — in the 
criminal terminology of another country. is point is very 
well illustrated by the facts of the case of Re Arton, and by the 
judgment of the Lord Chief Justice. Arron was with 
the crime of ‘‘faux” according to French law. ow, the 
nearest equivalent for ‘‘ faux” in English is forgery; but the 
acts alleged against Arron did not amount to forgery i 
to English law. Axton had (it was alleged), in his capacity of 
officer of a public company, fraudulently made certain false 
entries in his books of account; but although such acts 
might in certain cases amount to forgery, it was admitted 
It was, however, 
dear that his acts amounted to a crime under English 
law, such falsification of accounts ing made criminal 
by section 83 of the Larceny Act, 1861, and by the Falsifi- 
cation of Accounts Act, 1875. Fraud by an officer of a 
company is within the English version of article 3 of the 
Extradition Treaty with France. ‘ Faux” (which, according 
to the Code Pénal, includes such falsification of accounts as 
Anton was alleged to have committed) is within the French 
version of another article of the treaty. The court held that 
extradition ought to be granted in res of the particular 
form of “faux” which the evidence before the magistrate 
established against Arron. And, in order to limit the charge on 
which Anton was to be tried in France to the particular form of 
“faux” which had been proved, it was directed that the 
warrant of committal should specify the crime as that of 
“fraudulent falsification of accounts as a director, officer, or 
member of a public company, according to the law of England, 
and constituting the crime of ‘faux en écritures de commerce’ 
within the 147th article of the Code Pénal.” Extradition, it 
was held, could not be refused “‘ in respect of acts covered b 
the treaty, and gravely criminal according to the law of bo 
countries, because in the particular case the falsification of 
sccounts is not forgery according to English law, but falls 
under that head according to French law.” The English and 
foreign versions of an extradition treaty are not to be considered 
a8 translations the one of the other ; they are different versions, 
and exactly equivalent expressions are not to be expected. 
is required in each case is evidence, sufficient to justify a 
committal, of a crime within the foreign law and within the 
extradition treaty, and of a crime acco: to English law and 
within the extradition treaty. Where such evidence is given 
extradition ought to follow, although the crime falls under 
different headings in the criminal systems of the two countries. 





Tux pzctston of the Court of Appeal in the recent case of 
tson v. Mayo is of considerable interest. A solicitor brought 
42 action in the High Court to recover a bill of costs against a 


circumstances. The present plaintiff had acted as solicitor for 
the t defendant in an action which was commenced in the 
Hi F Oourt, and which, after certain proceedings had been taken, 
and costs iocurred, in the High Court, was remitted, under sec- 
tion 65 of the County Courts Act, 1888, for trial to a county 
court. The action was tried in the county court, and the present 
plaintiff continued to act as solicitor until the action was dis- 
of. The solicitor sent in his bill of costs, but this was not 
paid, and nothing was done for a long time afterwards. There 
was no application by either to tax within the proper time, 
and there was no taxation ei as to the costs incurred in the 
High Court or as to the costs incurred in the county court. 
The present action was rae why A the solicitor against his 
client to recover these costs, which consisted of two classes— 
namely, costs incurred in the High Court before the order to 
remit, and costs subsequently incurred in the county court. 
The defendant in the present action contended that both classes 
came within the scope and ion of section 118 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, and that under that section taxation 
was a condition precedent to the solicitor’s right to recover, and 
as there had been no taxation, the solicitor could not recover 
either class of costs. Mr. Justice Day adopted part of this 
contention in favour of the client, and held that though taxation 
was not necessary as to the costs incurred in the High Court, 
yet it was necessary for the recovery of the costs incurred in the 
county court. The Court of Appeal (Lord M.R., and 
Lorzs, and Ricsy, L.JJ.) have — the learned judge on the 

int as to costs in the High Court, but have reversed his 
ecisi as to the necessity for taxation of the costs in the 
county court. With regard to the costs incurred in the High 
Court before the action was remitted, the Court of Appeal 
affirmed the decision in Boydell v. Millar (39 W. R. 335, 60 L. J. 
Q. B. 251), that with regard to the costs incurred in the High 
Court before the action was remitted, section 118 of the County 
Courts Act, 1888, did not apply, and taxation was not a condition 
precedent to the solicitor’s right to recover such costs from his 
own client. With regard to the costs incurred in the county 


ication was made by either party 
costs taxed, the case did not come within section 118 at all, and 
that no taxation was necessary. We have only to carefully 
read the section to see that this is correct. The 

by saying that all costs between party and party shall be 
by the registrar, &c. It will be o 
section applies to costs as between party and 
section in terms says that all such costs axed. 
ae eee es © ee a ee tor 
and client “‘ on the application either of the solicitor 

client, but not otherwise,” taxed. These words, “on the 
application either of the solicitor or client, but not otherwise,’ 
are expressly inserted in the section when dealing with costs as 
between solicitor and client, but they are w. omitted from 
that part of the section which deals with costs reen party 
and party; thus showing the clearest possible intention on the 
part of the Legislature that although, under section 115, taxation 
should be com as to party and c 
be so as to solicitor and client costs, but should only be so in 
the latter case if either party applied for it. 
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At the Worcester Assises on Tuesday 
before Mr. Justice Grantham, an x to 
the power of the court to allow the costs of the prosecution in cases of 
common assault. Three men were charged on an indictment containing 
three counts, alleging—(1) night poaching, being armed ; (2) assault 
& ganshowper heviag euihestiy endl being chest to eset | Sat 
mon assault. For the defence, it was successfully submitted 
was no evidence on counts 1 and 2 of the indictment, the 
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common assault, ‘ 
held that the case of common assault came within the provisions 
tion as a ** indictable under the 





former client, for whom he had conducted an action, under these 


of the 
TTth sec misdemeanour eee 
Act,’’ and he accordingly allowed the costs of the prosecution. 
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THE ORIGINATING SUMMONS. 
In dealing with the present condition of procedure by originat- 
ing summons (ante, pp. 4, 26) we suggested that the time had 
come for seriously considering whether the originating summons 
should not be abolished altogether. We are fully alive to the 
fact that procedure by originating summons has been a great 
boon to suitors, and has worked well. Far be it from us to 
advocate any wholesale interference with the good work done in 
Chancery chambers under the originating summons. But the 
summons itself has been so roughly handled from time te time 
since 1875 that it has become an inconvenient and expensive 
method of commencing proceedings. It was deprived of its 
— when it ceased to be issued at chambers, and it was 
robbed of its dignity as a formal document when, at the same 
time, it ceased to be a summons issued in the name of a judge of 
the High Court purporting to be signed by him, and became an 
unsigned, untested document. Later on it was brought into 

isrepute by the full Court of Appeal, when in Re Holloway (42 
W. BR. 433; 1894, 2 Q. B. 163) an exclusive definition was put 
upon the term “ originating summons” which converted about 
half the originating summonses issued into ordinary chamber 
summonses. After that it was restored to life by the Rule Com- 
mittee in a new form suitable for service abroad, which increased 
its cost in every case. No sooner, however, was it thus launched 
on its new career, in its new foreign travelling suit, than it was 
hurriedly commanded never on any account to go abroad. 
Having been thus handled, it was left before the world decked 
in false colours, and its faults lie so heavy on it that, in our 

inion, the sooner it ceases to form part of the procedure of the 

Court the better. We repeat that itis to the document 
i as a commencement of proceedings that our remarks are 
directed. If the present procedure in chambers is transferred 
from the cover of the originating summons to that of the writ of 
summons, it will, we believe, be found to work with greater 
freedom and flexibility than is possible at present. 

In our previous articles we described the actual amount of 
labour, expense, and walking about which are involved when- 
ever an peo summons has to be amended. That plain 
statement of facts becomes important when we come to 
inquire how often all that weary waste of time, money, and 

takes place. In the year 1894 the number of Chancery 
originating summonses issued was 3,797, of which 1,185 were 
amended. In other words, the total number of fees paid for 
amendment was nearly one-third of the total number of 
eo omar | summonses issued. The figures in themselves are 
iently striking, especially when we compare them with 
similar returns in the case of writs of summons. In 1894 the 
number of writs of summons issued was 46,298, of which 
1,463 were amended. The figures, therefore, shew that while 
only one writ out of every thirty-one was amended, one 
iginating summons out of every three was amended. But, 

ing as this comparison is, it gives an inadequate idea of 

of 3,797 originating summonses includes 
ez pert: originating summonses of all kinds, while the 1,185 
amendments by no means represents the real total of amend- 
ments. The binding necessity of continually amending an 
igimating summons for every change in the order asked 
for is by chief clerks, registrars, officials at the 
Office, and solicitors as such an unjust tax upon 

cients that not a day passes without one and endeavouring 
to find some loophole, in the way of “ ial circumstances,” 
which both the official fees and (at the request of solicitors 

) the solicitors’ costs may be avoided. And they are 
oe We are probably well within the mark in 
pouce. Hy quite half the originating summonses issued are 


If the originating summons is abolished in all cases where 


serve it with the writ, or after appearance eritered. In ¢cagy 
may be thought that this would increase the costs, it nay ie 
well to shew that it would not do so. The costs of issuing 
originating summons in Chancery may be put at from a mining, 
of rather over £2 to a maximum of about £3 10s., including stamp, 
The costs of issuing a writ in Chancery rarely exceed £1 } 

including stamp. There is therefore a margin of from £1 tog 


the allowance for which would vary according to the n 
length of the statement of the order asked for. Up oan 
point the suggested change would make no perceptible difigy, 
ence either in the fees or costs. The appointment form or gy. 
mons once issued, the ordinary procedure in chambers could 
retained, with some slight adaptation to meet the contingeneys! 
default of appearance. 

When we consider the enormous advantages which woul 
accrue from the change we have suggested throughout ‘th 
subsequent course of the proceedings in chambers, we canno 
fail to be struck with its desirability. Every amendment ofm 
originating summons costs about £2, probably rather more, Ip 
1894, therefore, these amendments cost at least £2,360, three 
fourths vf which, probably, was absolute waste, being in fas 
due solely to the technical requirement imposed on applicants 
by the official practice of requiring the form of the ori 
summons itself to be in the precise form of the order to lk 
finally made bythe court. If oncethis necessity were to be removed 
and the form of order asked for were to be embodied ina 
document issued in chambers, instead of in the process issued a 
the Central Office originating the proceedings, nearly all the» 
amendments would be done away with. The chief clerk in 
dealing with the case would have before him the chamber 
summons embodying the terms of the order asked for, ani 
would be free to alter it in accordance with the terms od 
the order he intended to make, without amending the writ 
Nor do the advantages to be gained end here. It isa 
serious drawback to proceedings in the High Oourt thut 
out of the four principal processes or documents by which pr- 
ceedings are commenced only one of them can be served out of 
the jurisdiction. It is a very great hardship on litigants. Scot 

objects to anything being served in Scotland except a writ, 
and the objection has been held by some unseen power tobe 
all-sufficient. ‘If the mountain will not come to Mahomeél, 

Mahomet must go to the mountain.” We have, at any rate, the 

right—we poor Englishmen—to substitute the writ of summom 

for other commencing proceedings ; and if we ha 
thereby to be able to make use of service out of the jurisdiction, 
this advantage alone appears to us a sufficient reason for 
abolishing the originating summons in favour of the writia 
all actions and matters between parties. 

The originating summons has another disadvantage as com 
ar with a writ. It is limited to a particular class of claim. 
briginally this was its sole raison d’étre. Ocrtain matters could 
be best dealt with in chambers, and the originating summons, 
or the ‘‘summons originating proceedings” as it was the 
called, provided an easier and less expensive method of getting 
into chambers than any which then existed. But since the 
has superseded the bill of complaint, it is neither easier nor les 
expensive to commence sage» by ——— summons. 
And yet a certain disability, which rightly attached to th 
originating summons prior to 1875, still attaches to it, without, 
in these days, any reasonable excuse. If it appears in the coum 
of the proceedings that the relief asked for passes over th 
limits assigned to an inating summons, and ought to be 
considered in court, the whole ings are wasted, or 
so, and the applicant is told to begin all over again by wrt 
The substitu of the writ for the originating summons # 
which appearance is required would enable a case to be seat 
from chambers into court without any difficulty or loss to the 


parties to it are required to appear, the natural course would be | parties 


to substitute the writ of summons in ev 
have previously pointed out, this 


such case. As we 
be done without 


materially altering the procedure in chambers. The action once 
mama 86) toa judge, the plaintiff or ——- 
7h imme an sppointment form fixing the of 


We have dealt only with the originating summons to which 
an appearance is required, As to ow parte originating summons 
or those under ord, 54, r. 4v, where there are parties to™ 
served who are not required to enter appearance, they might be 
very well left as they are. The only objection to the os pam 





a een 6m ordinary summons in the action, 
horth im either case the particulars of the order pe te Pratap, | 


ng summons is the trifling one that the form is some 
what absurd, in that, while it calle upon ‘all parties cone 
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= ros 

io attend, it really means 
icant. 

s may be said that a writ of summons is not a suitable docu- 


to be intituled in a matter, or at any rate in the matter of 
astatute. But the objection is merely superficial. The writ is 


that no one is to attend but the 


ig fact a summons by the Sovereign to the party called upon to | j 


wswer or defend, to enter an appearance. In administration 
ytions and debenture actions it is already headed, “In the 
matter of the estate of deceased,” or, ‘‘ In the matter of 
the-——— company.” Wherein would it lose its efficacy if it 
were headed “In the matter of the trusts,” &c., or “In the 
matter of the Trustee Act” ? We fail to see any real difficulty 
inthis. So long as there are parties to be called before the 
curt, the writ of summons is a convenient means of calling 


them. 

There is one further point which will have to be dealt with if 
the writ of summons comes to be substituted for the originating 
summons between parties. A writ may be issued in any district 

istry. It eae necessary to Latin a writ of 
summons for any of the specific purposes for which an originat- 
ing summons ogee issued shall be issued only in London, 
Manchester, and Liverpool, or, better still, in London only. 
Chancery chamber business can only be done in London. 








LIGHTENING THE CODE OF RULES OF COURT. 


Ivan article which appeared in these columns last week (ante, 

285) we pointed out some results which may be expected to 
fillow from any attempt on the part of those who are engaged 
in the work of revising the Rules of Court to reduce their bulk. 
We suggested that, with a view to eliminating all rules defining 
the details of well-established procedure, the revisers might be 
found to rely on the provisions of ord. 72, r.2. We now pro- 
pose to shew that to make use of the rule just cited for any 
much purpose would be to give to it an application at once novel 
adinconvenient. In order to convey our meaning clearly it is 

to review very —— the history of the rule. 

Now, ord. 72, r. 2, is founded upon section 21 of the Judicature 
Act, 1875, which provided as follows :— 

“Save as by the WY Act or this Act, or by any rules of court, may 
be otherwise provided forms and methods of procedure which at the 
commencement of this Act were in force in any of the courts whose 
— is by the principal Act or this Act transferred to the said High 

and to the said Court of Appeal respectively, under or by virtue of 

wy law, custom, general order, or rules whatsoever, and which are not 
inconsistent with the principal Act or this Act, or with any rules of court, 
S orgereey to be used and practised, in the said High Court of Justice 
thesaid Court of Appeal respectively, in such and the like cases, and for 
mich and the like p , as those to which they would have been ap- 
in the ve courts of which the j ction is so transferred 


the principal Act and this Act had not passed.’’ 
Pa Rules of 1875 were prefaced by the following state- 


“Where no other provision is made 
Precedure and practice remain in force.’ 
_ When the great revision in 1883 took place, and for the first 
time the Rules were so framed as to include the whole of the 
— on both sides of the court, the headnote to the Rules of 
875, which we have quoted above, was removed from that 
Position, and a place was found for it in order 72. The present 
male 2 of that order is identical with the headnote to the Rules 
af 1875. Nothing, we venture to say, oan be clearer than that 
the whole meaning and object of the rule was this, that in the 
event of experience bringing to light some casus oméissws in the 
Rules of Court under the Judicature Acts, the ure and 
_ previously in force should be considered as applicable. 
other words, the rule gives effect to the provisions of the 
at section of the Judicature Act, 1875 (with which may also 

be read the 28rd section of the Judicature Act, 1873). 
It is only necessary to refer to the various judicial decisions 
te which the rule has given rise to see that view is correct. 
.9., Newbygin Gas Co. ¥. Armstrong, 28 W. R, 217, 18 Oh, 
$10; Zhomae v. Palin, 30 W. R. 716, 91 Oh, D, 360; 
v. National Bank ‘of Scotland, 96 W 
that the rule can be construed as sa 

Which depends solely on a rule which has been a 


y the Act or these Rules, the old 


 R. 602) Not, 


wn On 








this point we have the high i 
ee ee ae ae 
y, J., speaking of ord. 72, r. 2, said that it was not intended 
to keep on foot any repealed order, but the general jurisdiction 
and practice of the court ; and i i 
j ent of Corton, L.J., in 
(34 W. R. 372, 32 Ch. D., p. 
A Oe a a 
not, we presume, in supposing 
will annul the Rules of the Supreme 


contended that a provision similar to that in the present ord. 72, 


r. 2, is to be construed as 
under an annulled rule? 


details of procedure 


courts is now conducted. above 
mentioned is intelligible enough. The former is the result 
of a sort of mental legerdemain, the secret of which we will 
explain to our readers. The problem being to keep alive 
an annulled rule, here is the ula. First repeal eleven 


hundred rules, then re-enact one thousand of them. Now label 
the batch of one thousand thus: “No Provision,” and the 
smaller lot of one hundred thus: ‘“ Present Practice.” Hey, 
resto! The trick is done. Up jumps poor little “‘ Present 
Practice,” joins hands with his ig brother “‘No Provision,” 
and off march the two together triumphant. On this principle 
the best method of keeping alive a is to repeal it. 


«¢ . . . Merses profundo, pulchrior evenit.’’ 


Seriously, was ever such a hocus- 

puzzle, put forward to i perplex the 

gence? As we have shewn above, Kay, L.J., as a judge of first 

instance, said emphatically that ord. 72, r. 

intended to keep on foot a repealed order ” ; 

as emphatically said: ‘‘I think it would 

this rule saves any practice which d 

Parliament which has been repealed or on a rule which has been 

abrogated.” We leave those whom it may concern to 

away these weighty utterances as best they may. 
Conceding for one moment, for 

in the teeth of judicial decisions, 

sense, the terms of ord. 72, r. 


» 
we 


sim: 
duaek poabes © 
and rely upon ord. 72, r. : 
me net only Ss Ce aioe fee 
treated as kept alive by @ saving clause 
open he een O06 ee ee eee 
greater importance, it would active re 
inconvenience. Suppose, for that = should 
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us 
familiar with the practice as it exists to-day. But we 
that the revisers are i & ame wid Galen Oe 
work, so that the result of their labours may be expected to 


vern our procedure for many years 
wticitor’s clerk in the year 1916 know of the practice which was 
in use at the commencement of 


For ourselves, we disbelieve absolutely in such attempts 
to lighten the code, The Rules af mo fee 
were became 


the just requirements of the profession, it should be complete ia 
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itself, and render unnecessary reference to its predecessor. 
ae ayn of 1888 mene eS - of yy y's oblivion. 

e deprecate a scheme which leaves to the imagination or 
research of the itioner matters upon which he has a right 
to expect the clearest possible directions; and we view with 
grave apprehension any attempt to shorten the code by year 
details af established practice. Should the revisers be ill-advi 
enough to make the attempt, they may find themselves the 
authors of a work for which no more appropriate motto can be 


suggested than this :— 
“ . . . Brevis esse laboro, 
Obscurus fio.’’ 








REVIEWS. 
INTERNATIONAL LAW. 


Tae Provcrerzs of InrerNaTIonAL Law. By T. J. LAWRENCE, 
M.A., LL.D. London: Macmillan & Co. 

The object of this work is to place before students of political 
science a clear and readable outline of one of the principal branclies 
of their subject—international law. We may at once congratulate 
the author upon a distinct success in attaining his object, and would 
add that the outline is not only clear and readable, but sound. There 
is no subject in which it is more easy for a would-be jurist to lead 
students astray by fads and untenable principles than in the sphere of 
international law, and this might well be a serious temptation for 
an author writing largely for his own pupils in Cambridge and 
Chicago, and under the avowed desire to promote harmony between 
Great Britain and America. We must admit that this confession in 
the preface led us to approach the book with the same sort of mental 
stiffening of the back with which it is usual to take up a novel with a 

. But the attitude soon softened under the influence of the 
good sense and style of the book itself. Mr. Lawrence lays down 
very emphatically the distinction between international law, inter- 
national morality, and international comity ; and, in the sphere of 
international law itself, the difference between the pious opinions of 


or 

their courts. Naturally, as one of that class of publicists whom the 
Lord Chief Justice in his address on education desired to see revived, 
ph rt see 4a with the views of the text writers; he lets his 
readers that he, too, is an associate of the Institute of Inter- 
national Se the te Ata opinions, but he seems to have 
no difficulty in distinguishi ween them and the articles of faith 
which he offers to students as the result of the application of the 
historical method. He stands from either extreme: both that 
which believes that the conduct of nations is controlled its own 
hare-brained chatter, and hiss wake toads of oll “ tartaguabonne™ cx 
a cloak to conceal ignorance of “ law.” 

Now, if we add to the statement that the work is clear and read- 
able and sound the remark that the outline also appears to be com- 
i be evident that there is little more to be said on the 
boo that it expressly excludes that range of 

perhaps, “ The Conflict of eat emcee ys 
5 - i ws,” u the that 
Str, Peters The Contes of Lows," spon the qeound thet 
country may have to apply the municipal law of another. This 
put aside, the range of subjects is not capable of much varia- 

by way of modern dev t and illustration. This 
weil in matters. By way of illustration we may 
African chartered x ies from the point of view of sovereignty. 
Very modern events ove borne out the description of them hove 
= a8 a wrt A two-headed Janus—sovercign towards the natives, 
L 80 far as concerns the English Government. On the other 
head, in an enumerstion, in another part of the volume, of the States 
the world under « euzerain, and the consequences of suzerainty, 
there is no mention st all of the Transvaal. 

Miz. Lawrence has followed the method of Story in the 
man, A the took, which is divided into parts and chapte ‘tatube 
into sectivms comecutively numberel from the beginning to the end 
A the book; and, after the same model, he bas an am table of 
contents, which serves 44 4 wummary of the whole work. There are 
ome 7 two Gets, = To on —— eye the spelling is offensive, as 
~ Bay A the new er Yankee, And nirwithetanding the 

A deunhant rederence authority, we think this 
aye might have been developed further, apecially should 
, when rerreA to, be at firet hand, which is not always the 

take one inetance, “Ti Conaclato del Mare” ia several 
tenes slinded to im the text a0 the authority for % statement; but the 
to it, tat to Vhillimore or Pardesus, FP. it 

he oumaiawes ‘that. tue atten wee more avedlable for etudenta ; it in 
wh dedenthe 0 eats dndvate that « tatommnt oA Voillimore 
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as to the contents of such a document is conclusive evidence of iy 
contents. 

Taken altogether, the book may be confidently recommended 4g , 
clear, readable, and sound outline of the subject; so readable, ip 
fact, that the student may well be tempted to take it-with armchgiy 
and a pipe rather than with notebook and pen. 





THE LAW QUARTERLY REVIEW. 


Tue LAw QUARTERLY REVIEW. Edited by Sir FREDERICK Po 
Bart., M.A., LL.D. January, 1896. Stevens & Sons (Limited), 
The most noteworthy article in this number of the Law Qua 

Review is the first instalment of an account of the draft German (j 

Code, by Mr. Schuster. The opening, indeed, is a little unfortunate, 

When a writer speaks of the opposition to the scheme he is suppor}. 

ing as being due to the “ puerile petulance of pompous pedants ” anj 

‘‘the fatal folly of factious fanatics,” it looks as though he werg 

qualifying for writing the contents bill of a morning paper, rather 

than commencing a serious discussion of an important subject. But 
after Mr. Schuster has thus expressed his opinion of all and sundry 
who doubt the expediency of the code, he settles down to a vey 
excellent account of the historical facts which have led to the be 
wildering multiplication of systems of law in Germany, a state of 
things which is the primary justification for the proposed new de 

. He also describes the elaborate precautions which haye 
been taken for securing that the draft shall be as perfect as possible, 
and that it shall represent the views of practical men, as well as of 
the draftsmen of the various sections. “It is generally thought,” 
says the writer, ‘‘ that it will be submitted to the Reichstag during 
the now approaching Session. A prolonged discussion is not ex- 
pected. Either the draft will be accepted as it stands or with a few 
minor amendments, or it will be rejected. In the latter event several 
decades will probably elapse before another Sisyphus will roll the 
heavy stone up the steep bin.” Under the heading ‘A Point on 

Conditions in Restraint of Marriage,” Mr. T. Cyprian Williams very 

fully collects the authorities on the effect of a condition subsequent 

in general restraint of marriage when annexed to a gift of real estate, 
po he comes to a conclusion adverse to its validity. Other articles 
are on “‘ Creditor and Debtor in India,” by Mr. Eustace J. Kitts, 
judge of Bareilly, N.W.P., India; ‘Service under Order 48a,” 

careful review of the authorities on service on firms, by Mr. T. K 

Nuttall; ‘‘Cyprus Law and its Administration,” by Dr. W. E 

Grigsby; and “‘ Wyclif on English and Roman Law,” by Professor 

Maitland. 


BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Law of Copyright. By THomas Epwarp Scroutron, M.A, 
LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Third Edition. Clowes & Sons (Limited), 

Company Precedents for Use in Relation to Companies subject t 
the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890. Part II.: Winding-up Form 
and Practice, with a Chapter on Debentures and Copious Notes, and 
an Appendix containing Acts and Rules. By Francis BEAUMONT 
PALMER, Barrister-at-Law, assisted by FRANK Evans, Barrister-at- 
Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). ; 

Dilapidations: Law and Practice. By ALrRED T. MAcer, Member 
of the Surveyors’ Institution; the Legal Matter Revised by SipNeyY 
Wricut, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. states Gazette Office. 

Registration of Land or Registration of Title? A Paper addressed 
to the Right Hon. the Lord Chancellor. By James HAstwitk, 
B.C.L., M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE RECENT PRACTICE MASTERS’ RULE, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) ; 

Sir,—I notice in the Soricrrors’ Jourwa for the 1st inst., 

¢, what purports to be a verbatim copy of the recent Practice 

ters’ Rule, as to all debenture actions being headed ‘In the 
Matter of the Company.” From the rule as printed in the 
Sorscrrons’ JouRNAL it appears that where the company is being 
=e no Namdiantiied the action is to be assigned to Vaughas 
Williams, J. 

The copy of the rule as supplied to thim department does not 
contain the word “ compulsorily,” and I should imagine the ori 
does not either, as all debenture actions now started, in which the 
company is being wound up voluntarily or otherwise, are b 
anni by the Central Office to Vaughan Williams, J. 

If the rule as set out in your journal is not correct, it would b 
well to call the attention of the profession to the fact, as otherwist 
they will be misled, Fuankx G, W. Nicnota, 

Court of Justice, Compantos (Winding up), 
Bankruptoy - buildings 





’ W.C., Veob, 6, 


(We regret that the above letter was revived too lute for lat 
wook’s iseue,—Ep, 8./,| 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


DRAX v. FFOOKS—No. 1, 7th and 8th February. 


Local GoveRNMENT—ParocutaL ExLecrorn—QUvuALIFICATION—OWNERSHIP— 
Wouan—Loca, Government Act, 1894 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 73), 8. 2, 
gup-sB0TION, 1; 8. 3, SUB-SECTION, 1; 5. 

This was an appeal from the decision of the Divisional Court (consist- 

ino of Lord Russell of Killowen, O.J., and Grantham and Vaughan 
, JJ.) (reported 1896, 1 Q. B.1). The appellant, a married 

woman, claimed to be placed on the parochial electors’ list for the parish 
of Milborne St. Andrews, in the county of Dorset, in respect of the 
ownership of property within the parish. The appellant resided more 
than three miles outside the parish. The property in respect of which 
she claimed to be placed on the register was a hold farm, and was of 
sufficient value to sustain an ordinary ownership claim, and her husband 
had no interest in it, nor was he qualified to be on the register in respect 
of it. The revising barrister disallowed the claim, on the ground that as, 
by section 2, sub-section 1, of the Local Government Act, 1894, it was 
provided that the parish meeting for a rural parish should consist of 
ial electors—namely, persons registered in such portion either of 

Ee toca! government register of electors or of the Parliamentary 

of electors as relates to the parish—and that as the appellant was neither 

etitled to be on the parochial electors’ register, ownership of property 

being no qualification in that respect, nor entitled to be on the Parlia- 
mentary register, being disqualified by her sex, she could not be placed on 

the parochial electors’ list. From this decision she appealed to the Divi- 

sional Court, who affirmed the decision of the revising barrister. By 

getion 43 it is provided that: *‘ For the purposes of this Act a woman 
shall not be disqualified by marriage for being on any local government 
register of electors or for being an elector of any local authority, _— 
that a husband and wife shall not both be qualified in respect of same 


= (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorzs and Riesy, L.JJ., dismissed 


Tord Esuzn, M.R.—In this case the appellant, a married woman, was 
the owner of freehold property in the parish of Milborne St. 
but was not an occupier in that parish, as she resided more than three 
niles therefrom. Sheclaimed to have her name entered on the i 
dectors’ register of Milborne in respect of her property there. Her right 
tohave her name so entered was dependent upon the Local Government 
Act, 1894. The revising barrister, before whom she made her claim, dis- 
allowed it, and the Divisional Court had upheld his decision. It was con- 
tended on her behalf that section 43 of the Act conferred a right upon her 
to be placed upon the register of parochial electors, but that section did 
SP-deyenlified by masriage for being ca sup’ local goveramat sagister 
be “ y for gon any government 
of electors.” Where there was no qualification there could be no ques- 
tion of ualification, and section 43 does not give a qualification which 
otherwise did not exist. The question for the court to decide was 
whether the appellant was qualified to be placed upon the register of 


income which shall form of 
estate ib treatod er producing income’ or es eating aay party to 


ag ** actually producing income.”’ 
Cover (Lixpiey, Kay, and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.), allowed the 


appeal. 
Exrruxy, L.J., after stating the feote, suid thet the clanes with 
property ‘‘ not actually producing” income was evidently in the 
protection of the remaindermen, to prevent the tenant for —- 
any income not actually earned to be made good at the en 
tal. It would protect the remaindermen, for in case of 
income not being sufficien: 


8 
3 
g 


Senet & Se Ses Se 7 
ee penne Sees Se eee the tenant for life, and before she 
again. The must be allowed, and it must be declared that 


capital and income. 
y and A. L. Surra, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnsa1, : 
Cann ; Stallard. Sowrcrors, Few ¢ Co., for A. J. Hert, Eastbourne: F. 
Evan Jones ; Stones, Morris, ¢ Stone. 
{Reported by ARNOLD GLOVER, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re GILES, JONES . PENNEFATHER—Kekewich, J., 12th February. 


parochial a By pene .¢ section fi was provided that — —REceIvER 
meeting for a rural parish should consist o sented chestuta, 

of persons who were either on the local government or the ma the 28th of March, 1891, the ee a P., one of 
Parliamentary register in respect of the h. Only occu could be “v9 gave a joint — Rs = 
upon the local government register, and women were disqualified from | ™02 after date, oe in i Rane A an 
being on the Parliamentary register. Therefore, as the appellant was a In Dprong ? ce merely ee foe 
Woman, and was not an occupier in the parish, but only an owner, she ae imistrati vet the Ban ag wes —_ 4 emai 
Was not entitled to be placed on the parochial . By section 44, for — hago rs usual decree he 
mb-section 1, the two registers, the local government and the Parliamen- — of oa . — r —_ i oe 
tary registers, constituted the electors’ register, and therefore if hich ——— ny peat amoun oe 
person was on either ef such registers such had a right to be on | @2™5 ¥ been , = clerk may ame = 


the parochial register of electors. Section 43 did not confer any 

Won a woman, nor did the Act disenfranchise her, for it merely enacted 

that a woman should not, by reason of being married, be prevented from 

belng on the register if otherwise properly qualified ; but it did, however, 

toed woman - — se a rgd ing — ab per 
register o electors for . ap) must 

totes be —-, 

Lorss and Riony, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—QOovnsnzt, 
© Dodd, Q.0., and Maemorran; Boydell Houghton, Sourcrrors, Bell, 
Brterick, § Gray, for H. W. Parker, Blandford; Robdins, Hay, ¢ Co., for 
E. Archdale Ffooks, Sherborne. 

{| Reported by B. G. Srintuweu., Barrister-at-Law, } 


Re HUBBUCK, HART », STONE—No., 2, 4th February. 


Wrt—Texanr vor Live anp Remarprnman—" Proragrry nor Actuanny | sounee be called 


Propvernao [Ncome’’—Danr Dur ro Tretaror-—Reaurarp Srovnrry | 
Ixserricranr ‘ro pay Carrran ANd Inranner, 


Appeal from Stirling, J. By his will, dated in August, 1890, the 
testator directed his property to be converted, and that the trustees should 
Ag income to hin wife so one as she should remain a widow, and 

if she married again she should have an annuity of £750, The 
testator thon, after om hia trustees to () conversion of 
SS SE yt ype 
econ on ou manner 

*@hhoome arining from investments therein authorised, and that 


[ 


LacacyPavyanne ovt ar Protas Or 


for liberty to prove the estate of the testator for the sum of £1,000 
and interest thereon the 28th of March, 1891, at the rate of 5 per 
cent., notwi the time limited for entering claims had expired. 
ee eee © Caen Se ae eer one of the execators af 

e testator. 

Kexewicn, J., said: There is no doubt that persons claiming te be 
creditors can come in at any time on reasonable terma so long as there 
are funds available. They have been allowed to do so after a second 
further consideration. Under the order for administration an execator's 
fe pifirbeamey why > a Spee © — 

a t debt. estate is not there is no difficulty 
an to eeet, an S weal be cae te fk Oe Ge stand over in 

The defendant P. coukd, of 


i 
3s 
: 
tL 
fi: 
at 





by hin extate in ite actual condition should be applicable as 
under his will, 


Tho will then proceeded aa followe: “ But no 





Power vo Postrone Sane—INreneee—Rrext to Recerre—Statete or 
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Luarations (3 & 4 Wut. 4, c. 27), s. 42—Rzat Property Loarration 
Acr (37 & 38 Vicr. c. 57), s. 8. 


The testator, who died in 1867, bequeathed to his son, F.S. H.,a legacy 
of £1,000, which he directed to be paid out of the proceeds of sale of 
certain lands, after payment of the subsisting charges thereon; but the 
legacy was not to be a charge on any part of his estate or effects. The 
lands were given to the trustees of the will on trust, to sell, with a power 
to po-tpone realization. The trustees applied the income of the property 
in payment of the charges, and from time to time realized portions of the 
estate, and they now had in hand sufficient to pay the legacy. The per- 
sonal representatives of F.S. H., who was now dead, now applied for 
payment of the legacy, together with interest thereon from the expiration 
of one year from the death of the testator. 

Kzxewicn, J., said: The gift of this legacy is out of the proceeds of land, 
after payment of the charges thereon. The legatee had no right to receive, 
or title to receive, until ange — testator gave the oe a dis- 
cretionary power to postpone the sale so long as they deemed it expedient. 
In ordinary course the legacy would not be paid until the property was 
sold. The legatee could not have enforced payment, and it was not a 
legacy which was payable till then. The iegacy was payable out of a par- 
ticular fund not got in till now, and the legatee was entitled to receive it, 
with interest as from one year after the death of the testator.—Covnsk1, 
Warrington, Q.C.; F. Thompson; Lawrence, Q.C., and Hughes Sampson. 
Soxicrrors, Stone, Fletcher, Hull, ¢ Stone, Liverpool; Gill, Archer, Maples, 
¢ Dun, Liverpool. 

(Reported by F. T. Dvxa, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
Re ARTON—10th February. 


CrnanaL Law—Exrtraprrion—Fatsirication or Accounts—Frencu Law 
—** Favx’’—Exteapition Treaty witH France, Arricre 3, CLavses 
2, 18—Frexcu Cope Péxat, Anticxe 147—Larceny Act, 1861 (24 & 
25 Vicr. c. 96), s. 83—Faxstrication or Accounts Act, 1875 (38 & 
39 Vicr. c. 24)—Exrraprrion Acts, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 52), aND 
1873 (36 & 37 Vicr. c. 60). 


In this case an order nisi had been obtained for a writ of habeas corpus 
to bring up the body of Emile Arton, a French subject, against whom an 
order for extradition had been made by the chief magistrate of the metro- 
politan police. The order nisi was granted, on the ground that the 
crime in respect of which the extradition was to be made was not within 
the Extradition Treaty between England and France. It was not con- 
tended upon behalf of the prisoner that the extradition order was not rightly 
made as to the offences mentioned in the committal order other than the 
offence described therein as “‘ faux ”’ (falsification of accounts and 
falsified accounts); but as to this offence it was contended on behalf of 
the prisoner that the English equivalent for ‘‘faux’’ was forgery, which 

itted to English law, and that 

of accounts” was not within the Extradition Treaty. The 
argumen: from the judgment: Re Windsor (6 

8. 522), —s. Wileom (3 Q. B. D. 42), and Re Bellencontre (1891, 2 


The considered judgment of Taz Cover (Lord Rresett or Kitiowen, 
CJ., Wricur and Kexxepry, JJ.) was delivered by 
Resseit or Kittowex, C.J.—In this case the French Government 
demanded the extradition of Arton under the Treaty between the Queen 
and the French Republic, signed in 1876 and ratified in 1878. The 
demand was based on the allegation that Arton had committed a number 
of crimes against the law and in the territory of France, which are 
extradition crimes within the . On the 6th of December, 1895, 
inquiry before him, the chief metropolitan magistrate made a com- 
in 


of 
the 21st 7 pga on 1895, this court, on the 
’s counsel, granted an order calling on the ernor 
Prison to shew cause why a writ of habeas np ae wk 
issue was in argument based on the allegation that the 
chief magistrate had come to the conclusion that no forgery, according 
to English law, bad been committed in the falsification of accounts and 
in the using of falsified acconnts imputed, and it was therefore contended 
that be could not properly commit Arton for “ faux,’’ the French equiva- 
lent or translation of *‘ forgery” ; and, further, that he could not properly 
for rack falsifications on two grounds—(1) because the falsification 
net in the order of committal described as committed by Artouass 
or member of « public compsny, or as clerk or servant, which | 
y to constitate falsification a crime according to English ' 
lew ; snd (2) that, even if the order of committal were amended in this 








—ae 
ent falsification of accounts in his character of member, director, or offigg 
of a public company according to English law, and that such 
of accounts constituted the crime of ‘‘faux” or “ forgery’’ against thy 
law of France, within the meaning of the 147th article of the Code Pépgy 
The omission to state the character in which the falsification was oom. 
mitted in the order of committal is not a point of substance. I proces, 
therefore, to consider the other grounds. The conditions of extzy, 
dition, the fulfilment of which we have in this case to consider, are thy 
following: (1) The imputed crime must be within the Treaty; (9) % 
must be a crime against the law of the country demanding extraditigg; 
(3) it must be a crime within the English Extradition Acts, 1870 and 1873: 
and (4) there must be such evidence before the committing magi. 
trate as would warrant him in sending the case for trial if it wereg 
ordinary case in this country. Is, then, the crime of such falsification, 
crime within the Treaty? In my opinion it is. I take first the 
version. The 18th head of article 3 of the Treaty (English version) runs: 
‘* Fraud by a bailee, banker, agent, factor, trustee, or director, or 
or public officer of any company made criminal by any Act for the timg 
being in force.’’ At the time the was signed, and at the timei 
was ratified, the Larceny Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vict. c. 96), was in force. By 
the 83rd section it is provided that whosoever, being a director, &., @ 
member of any — company, shall, with intent to defraud, mutilate » 
y » paper, writing, or valuable security belonging to th 
public company, or make or concur in the making of any false entry, o 
omit or concur in omitting any material particular in any book of account 
or other document, shall be guilty of a misdemeanour. That this was yp. 
garded by the Legislature as a serious crime is shewn by the punishma} 
which may follow on conviction for it—namely, penal servitude for any 
term not exceeding seven years and not less than years, or imprison. 
ment not exceeding two years, with or without hard labour and with 
without solitary confinement. Further, the Act passed in 1875 to amend 
the law with reference to the falsification of accounts was also in fom, 
By the first section it is _—— that if tegen &c., shall wilfully, and 
with intent to defraud, destroy, alter, mutilate, or falsify any book, paper, 
writing, or valuable security or account which belongs to or is in the pos 
session of his employer, &c., or shall wilfully and with intent to defraud, 
make or concur in making any false entry, &c., the person offending shall 
be guilty of a misdemeanour, and be liable to be kept in penal servitude 
for a term not exceeding seven years, or to be imprisoned with or without 
hard labour for any term not two years. It seems clear, then- 
fore, that the falsification charged, if committed by a member, officer, # 
director of a public company (which Arton in fact was), or by a clerka@ 
servant, is within the English version of the Treaty. In other words, such 
a falsification is a crime against English law in respect of which the French 
Government has engaged (other conditions being fulfilled) to grant extz- 
dition. I now turn tothe French version of the Treaty. The French 
version of the 18th head of article 3 of the Treaty is certainly not a trans 


using | lation of the English version, nor does it in substance cover the sam 


ground. It deals with the fraudulent misappropriation by officers and 
members of a company of the funds of acompany. It has no reference ts 
falsification of accounts pure and simple by such officers and memben. 
The English version, on the other hand, is, as we have seen, much wider, 
and by its incorporation of the Acts of 1861 and 1875 includes falsification 
of accounts in the manner charged Arton. We must therefor 
look to see whether such falsification of accounts constitutes a crime unde 
any other head of the Treaty acco to the French version. I turn t 
head 2 of article 3 French version. That article, both in the British ani 
French version, deals with forgery. As to the English version, it is clem 
that all falsifications of accounts do not constitute forgery, while it & 
equally clear that the falsification of accounts may take such a form as 
amount to forgery at common law or under the Forgery Act, 1861 (24 £3 
Vict. c. 98). But in the present case we must assume, as I have said, thatthe 
chief magistrate has come to the conclusion that there was no evidence before 
him in this case which warranted him in committing Arton forany such fals- 
fication of accounts as, accordiug to lish law, amounted to forgery, but 
smountod to forgory according, to French law and ‘within tho Trai 
amoun to forgery ing to h law t! the , 
Was he warranted in that conclusion? I think he was. The Frend 
——-S the second head of eng lips oo " paaa 
piéces fausses; contrefacon sceaux "Etat, 

timbres, et ues publics, ou des dits sceaux, poten, timbonn 
et ee publics contrefaite.”’ is no doubt, in 

that 


Turning to the Pénal, we @ number of articles dealing wilt 
various kinds of forgeries, as of money, of public seals, bank notes, &, 
and then a group of articles relating to forgery of public and authentic 
writings, and of writings of commerce or . Of this grou 
It runs as follows: “‘Seront punies des travaux forcés 4 
temps, toutes autres personnes qui auront commis un faux en écrita 
authentique et publique ou en écriture de commerce ou de banque; ## 
r contrefacon ou altération d’écritures ou de signatures; soit pe 
de conventions, disporitions, cbtigntinn, ou décharges, ou of 
leur insertion aprés coup dans ces uctes ; t par addition ou al 
de clauses, de declarations, ou de faite que ces actes avaient pour objet @ 
rezevoir et de constater.”” Does that article cover and include the crim 
of falsification of accounts according to Englixh law? I think it ¢ 
does. If so, it is an extradition crime according to and within 


my judgment, } 
words mean fo of or using false’ documents 


| versions of the Treaty. In the English version it comes under the 


head of the same article. It is to be noted that in the “ Extrait @ 
Procédures Dé au Greffe de la Cour d’Appel de Paris,’ amongst 
crimes imputed to Arton is (following the words of article 147 of the Osle 
Pénal) “le crime de faux en écritures de commerce.’’ [His lordship 

referred to an affidavit of a French advocate, in which he 
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And section 175 of the London Building Act, 1894 
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his clear opinion that falsification of accounts under the circumstances 
weferred to in the depositions used at Bow-street Police Court on the 
for the surrender of Emile Arton constituted the offence of 
” mentioned in the Treaty between Great Britain and France, and 
stout in article 147 of the French penal code.] It seems, therefore, 
deer that the falsification of accounts, of which the chief magistrate 
jus decided there was sufficient evidence, is a crime against the 
gw of France and within the French version of the Treaty; in 
ober words, that such falsification of accounts is a crime in 
of which the Government of this country has solemnly engaged 
( conditions being fulfilled) to grant extradition. Further, it is 
char that the crime in question, whether regarded as forgery or falsifica- 
tim of accounts, is an extradition crime within the meaning of the Extra- 
dition Acts, 1870 and 1873. The learned law officers of the Crown, for 
some reason Which I fail to appreciate, seemed unwilling to admit that 
“faux” in article 147 means torgery. For my part it seems to me to be 
dear that it means that and nothing else, and it is to be observed that M. 
Astoul does not suggest in his affidavit that it has any other 
meaning. The matter then stands thus :—Evidence of the crime of falsi- 
fication of accounts —— to English law not amounting to forgery 
gcoording to that law, and within the 18th head of article 3 of the Treaty 
(English version); evidence also that that crime of falsification is a crime 
sqoording to French law ranging itself according to that law under the 
head of forgery and within head 2 of article 3 of the Treaty (French ver- 
sim). Why, then, is it not to be regarded as an extradition crime? I 
ge no Valid reason. English law, as I have said, treats some acts of 
falsification of accounts as forgery, but does not treat all of them as such. 
The French law, on the other hand (as we must conclude on the evidence 
of fact before us), treats such falsification of accounts as alleged in this 
case as forgery within article 147 of the Code Pénal. Is extradition to 
be refused in respect of acts covered by the Treaty and gravely criminal 
to the law of both countries, because in the case the 
falsification of accounts is not forgery according to English law, but falls 
under that head according to French law? I think not. To decide so 
would be to hinder the working and narrow the o ion of most 
salutary international arrangements. It seems to me, t ‘ore, that all 
the conditions which I have mentioned have > this — Se In 
judgment those treaties ought to receive a liberal interpretation, 
wach means no more than that they should receive their true construc- 
tion according to their language, object, and intent. 1 know no head of 
the French law for which an exact equivalent is to be found in the law of 
England. The British and French texts of the Treaty are not translations 
ofone another. They are different versions, but versions which, on the 
whole, are in suvstantial agreement. We are here dealing with a crime 
ed to have been committed against the law of France; and if we find, 
asI hold that we do, that such a crime is a crime against the law of both 
countries, and is, in substance, to be found in each version of the Treaty, 
although under different heads, we are bound to give effect to the claim 
for extradition. I think I have correctly stated the view of the facts 
taken by the learned chief magistrate. We are not a Court of Appeal on 
_ of fact from him. We have only to see that he had such evi- 
before him as gave him authority and jurisdiction to commit. But, 
lest there should be any misapprehension, I think it well that the view of 
the court should be presented to him, and that the order of committal 
thould be remitted to him in order that it may be made clear in respect 
of what crime of ‘‘ faux’’ Arton is committed. The first offence should, 
I think, be described as ‘‘ the crime of fraudulent falsification of accounts 
aa director, officer, or member of a public company according to the law 
of England, and constituting the crime of ‘ faux en écritures de commerce’ 
within the 147th article of the Code Pénal.” The rule will therefore be 
discharged. Rule discharged.—Counsszi, Sir R. FE. Webster, A.G., Sir R. 
ialey, 8.G., and Henry Sutton ; C. Mathews. Soutcrtors, The Solicitor to 
the Treasury ; Arthur Newton. 


[Reported by T. B.C. Dru, Barrister-at-Law. } 


LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL ». PRYOR—4th and 10th February. 


Mernoroiis MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT Act, 1862—Nzw Sraeaet—GeneraL 
or Burmpmva— Vacant Grounp Arracnen To Exisrine 
Bumpinos— 25 & 26 Vicr. c. 102, ss. 74, 75. 


This was an appeal by the London County Council on a case stated by 
& metropolitan police magistrate, the question raised being whether a 
certain building came within section 74 or section 75 of the ae 
Management Act, 1862. On the Ist of April, 1895, the respondent 
_ before the magistrate in answer to a complaint made on behalf 

appellants, that he did unlawfully begin to erect a certain building 
beyond the Cy line of buildings in Prince -road, Stoke 
Newington, without the consent in writing of the London County Council, 
contrary to 25 & 26 Vict. o. 102, 8. 75, 45 Vict. o. 14, s. 10, and 51 & 52 
Viet. c, 41. The following are the facts of the case as set out in the case 
sated. In October, 1894, the respondent began to erect in Prince 
road, for the owner of the site, a certain building. The super- 

g architect to the London County Council by his certificate, dated 

the 22nd of January, 1895, decided the general line of Buildings in Prince 
George-road, and decided that the sai building was in the said road. 


The owner of the site appealed to the tribunal of appeal constituted under | in 


54 Vict. 0. coxliii.), 

respondent ta party to the said cal. The totbunsl “a 

ndent was not a party e a ‘ oon- 

firmed the certifloate of the architect eo far as Pejated to the l line 

of buildings on the northern side of Prince Geo ~ ee t deter- 

mined that the buildt in reference to which Me 
line of buildings had certified were on land 


section 28 of the London Ootinty Council Act, 1890 


cmneptians, conti eT tear Cron ee 
Ta ee nes tes cana ef Gan hah, Peovlaedie’ to the : 
) at the e e i 

1800, chen Prince George-ruad was laid oat and made, here hed bom 5 
row of houses, Nos. 69 to 85, Stoke Newington-road, having forecourts in 
front and gardens at the back. ge ag tne Fe t 

to Stoke Newington-road. No. 81, Stoke Newington-road, was 
down when Prince George- 
standing. The forecourts to those two houses were about forty feet in 


ik 
: 
i 
: 


length. building in q 

a part of the forecourt of No. 83, and upon 

No. 85, and upon parts of the gardens of 83 ‘ 

prey ee keicae Atoke Newington road, and the building in 
eral line o! ildi - an 

erection was within euch line. But it was seven fee’ 
of buildings in Prince George-road. No consent had been given by 

the London County Council to the erection of the said 

respondent contended (1) that inasmuch as the eaid decision of 

tribunal of appeal had determined that the said building was being 


B< 


z 
B 
F 
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dings ent 
1862; (2) that the said building was exempt from the (oye more of 
section 75 by reason of the in 
District Board (20 W. R. 845, L. R. 7 Ch. 5 
that, even if the said tribunal of 
under section 33 of the Act of 1890 to include in 
finding as above, yet they could not do so on the 
to, which was unter svetien 90, and net under scctlen . 
lants relied upon the case of Nizey v. The London County 
(January 16th, 1894), and they contended that the 
land’s case did not apply to the present case. 
against the first contention of the it; but, being of opinion that 
the facts above stated were indistinguishable from the facts upon which 
the decision in Lord Auckland’s case rested, he dismissed the complaint, 
subject to a special case. 

2 Court (Lawgance and Coiums, JJ.) allowed the 

Lawrance, J.—In this case, the question was whether 

was t in holding that the facts in this case came within 
case. his opinion they did not do so. 
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with. Appeal allowed.—Counsa, H. Avoryand Daildy ; 
Maemorran, Q.C. Soxrcrrors, Blazland ; Bdell ¢ Gorden. 


[Reported by E. G. Srrutwatt, Barrister-at-Law. ) 


REG. v. STEWART, Ex parte BURNHAM—10th February. 


Diseases or Antmmats Act—Enrorcemaent or Actr—Rrexr ro Prosaccre 
ror Orrences UNDER THR Act 57 & 58 Vier. co. 57, s. 2. 

Rule nisi calling upon the stipendiary magistrate of Li to shew 
cause why a writ of mandamws should not issue commanding to hear 
and determine a summons against Stewart under the Diseases of Animals 
Act, 1894. The summons charged Stewart (1) with not having sawdust or 
sand strewed on the deck of a vessel in which he was 


was taken that the informant was not the person to prosecute, and 

the summons was dismissed. 1 us conan otra of tho apa 

that as section 2 of the Act, and the order 

mate tn paasunane of the Ac, ond aeee ee. Se eee 
e@xVoU 
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the | taken, provided that the provisions of the order should ted and 
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enforced, except where otherwise provided, by the local authority, which, 
in this instance, was the Council of the city of Liverpool, it was not com- 
petent for any other person to prosecute for offences under the order. It 
was argued that where an act created a new offence the method of pro- 
ceeding prescribed by the Act could alone be pursued (Reg. v..Lovibond, 24 
L. T. 357; Reg. v. Justices of Wisbech, 54 J. P. 743), and that therefore 
no one except the Council could prosecute for an offence under the Act 
(Reg. v. Cubitt, 22 Q. B. D. 622). It was further contended that a writ of 
mandamus was not the proper remedy, as there were other and cheaper 
remedies available. In reply to this, section 54 of the Act was referred to, 
which provides that offences under the Act may be prosecuted and 
penalties recovered in manner provided by the Summary Jurisdiction 
; and section 55, which provides for an appeal in case “any 
—_ ” thinks himself aggrieved by the decision of the court; and, 
» section 57, which provides that one-half of the penalties reco- 
under the Act shall be paid to the person who proceeds for the same. 
The sections were referred to as shewing that the Legislature clearly 
intended that anyone might prosecute. The following cases were cited : 
Caswell v. Morgan (28 L. J. M. C. 208), Back v. Holmes (57 L. J. M. C. 37), 
Cole v. Coulton (29 L. J. M. C. 125), and Walker v. Laxton (70 L. T. 690). 

Tue Covar (Lrxpiey and Kay, L.JJ.) made the rule absolute. 

Lrvoiey, L.J., said that there was not enough said in the Act to deprive 
any person from taking proceedings to enforce it. Reg. v. Cubitt, which 
at first sight appeared to be a case in point, was a case under an Act 
(the Sea Fisheries Act, 1883) in which there was no indication that anyone 
might sue. Section 2 of the Diseases of Animals Act did not in terms 
apply to suing for penalties, it only provided that certain authorities were 
to see that the Act wa< complied with. The fact that the penalty clauses 
enabled “‘ any perzon*’ to sue was most significant, and there was nothing 
in the Act to cut down or limit those words. The motion for a writ cf 
mandamus seemed to be, on the whole, the cheaper remedy. 

Kay, L.J., eaid that section 2 had nothing to do with the matter, as it 
only indicated who were to be the local authorities under the Act. There 
was nothing in section 34, or in the penalty clauses, 51, 52, 53, 54, and 55, 
to indicate that no one was to prosecute except the borough council ; 
while. on the other hand, section 57 was a clear intimation of the real 
meaning of the Legislature, which was, by offering half the penalty to the 
informer, to induce anyone who knew of an offence to come forward and 
prosecute. The cases cited on behalf of the respondent were more applic- 
able to the present case than Reg. v. Cubitt.—CounseL, Dr. Commins, M.P. ; 
+ ¥— and Bartley. Soricrrors, Gole, for Dizon § Syers, Liverpool; Sidney 

[Reported by C. G. Wrizeanax, Barrister-at-Law. } 


WOODLEY (Appellant) r. SIMMONDS (Respondent)—i1th February. 


Lacexsrxc Acts—Worxmc Mex’s Ciuve—Sarz on Premises to Wire or 
Mezwezr, to we Takex to Hvuspann’s Hovsre—Wuertuer Licence 1s 
Reqrizep—Lacenstc Act, 1872, s. 3. 


Case stated by the justices of the peace for the borough of Saffron 
Walden. The appellant is the manager of the Saffron Walden Working 
Men’s Ciub, and the respondent is a superintendent of police. On the 
15th of June, 1895, the appellant appeared before the justices at a court 
of summary jurisdiction to answer an information by the respondent 
charging the t with an offence against section 3 of the Licensing 
Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. c. 94). The information charged the appellant 
that he did unlawfully sell by retail intoxicating liquor—to wit, beer— 
which he wae not then licensed to sell by retail. It was proved that about 
mid-day on Sunday, the 2nd of June, 1895, a police inspector saw a woman 
leave certain premises, formerly a beerhouse, but now unlicensed and 
known as “‘ The Working Men’s Club.’’ The woman was carrying a covered 
basket, and when the i asked her what she had in the basket she 
replied, after some hesitation, that she had beer ; and when the basket was 

it was found that she had a quart bottle containing beer, which 
informed the police she had purchased at the club for threepence half- 
penny, but ssid she did not know who served her. The police officer, ac- 
companied by the woman, then went to the premises, over the door of 
which isa on which is painted “ orking Men’s Club,” and 
por — & bar the officers informed him of what the | 

; appellant replied: ‘‘ It is quite right, I served | 

her for her husband, who is 2 member, and whose tc Li ae book.’’ 
The further stated that the woman’s husband was not on the 
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men’s club to the best of his knowledge. The appellant himself 

that he was the steward of the club, and acted under the printed 
and the instructions of the committee; that he was aware of the h F 
being elected a member, and received the subscription of one shillips. 


the usual way ; that on the day in question the e to the club and 
asked for a pot of ale, and that he asked her: ‘Is it for Charles?” jj 
husband) ; that he then drew her the beer, for which she paid him thy 
pence half-penny ; that he had not seen the husband that morning; 
the wife was not a member of the club; that it was his practice to 
beer for the wives and children of members, but he occasionally 
them their ages, and so long as they said they were children of membgy 
he served them; that he had never seen the wives or children » 
served drink the beer while they took it away; that he would ay 
swear that he had not supplied others than the wife or child 
of a member, but that he had no recollection of having done » 
Both the husband and wife stated that the wife was sent by th 
husband for the beer, and was supplied by him with the ; 
with which to pay for it; and that the beer was taken by the 
and delivered to the husband at his house. On the part of th 
appellant, it was contended that it had been proved that the club iy 
question was a bond fide working men’s club, of which the appellant wy 
the manager, and the husband of the woman to whom the beer was 
save was one of the duly elected members; and that under the wel. 

own rules of agency the sale or transfer to the wife was in fact a saleg 
transfer to the husband, who, as a member of the club, was entitled to® 
supplied. The justices found that there had been a sale of intoxicating 
liquor, and that the woman to whom the liquor was sold was not a mem. 
ber of the club; and they convicted the appellant, and fined him £10 anj 
costs. The question for the opinion of the court was whether, upon th 
facts stated, the appellant committed an offence against section 3 of the 
Licensing Act, 1872, and was rightly convicted. For the appellant, 
addition to the contentions before the justices, the case of Graff v. Hogu 
(30 W. BR. 380, 8 Q. B. D. 373) was relied upon as shewing that the supply 
of the liquor to the wife of a member was not a “sale’’ within the 
meaning of section 3; and that, at all events, before the appellants could 
be convicted the case ought to be sent back to the justices for a furthe 
statement of facts as to whether the club was a bond jide club, whether the 
beer belonged to the members, and whether the wife was the agent of the 
husband with regard to the sale. 

Tue Covur (Linptey and Kay, L.JJ.), upheld the decision of th 
justices, and dismissed the appeal. 

Linvtey, L.J.—The findings of fact ought to have been clearly stated 

in the case, but they are not so. We can gather, however, from the cas 
what the justices meant, and there is quite enough within the findings t 
enable ua to say that it was not proved that this was a bond fide m 
club. It is said that this is not a ‘‘ sale’ to the wife of the man, becaus 
a placard in the premises forbids the transaction ; in other words, that this 
transaction cannot be truly described as a sale of liquor. But the justicn 
had their attention pointedly called tothe case of Graf v. Zvans, and they 
found that there had been a sale of intoxicating liquor, and that the 
woman to whom it was sold was not a member of the club. That being 
so, I think this conviction was right and that this appeal must be 
dismissed. 
Kay, L.J.—No doubt this case is not properly stated, as the justice 
ought to have stated the facts more fully and the inferences therefrom, 
Was this a club, and was this particular dealing a transfer or a sale? That 
is not clearly stated, though that the point was before the justices & 
abundantly clear from the evidence. If there were such a club, andif 
the husband were a member and the drink supplied to him, the transaction 
would not be a sale, but a transfer. On the other hand, if the husband 
were not a member a licence would be required. I cannot resist the 
conviction that the inference drawn by the justices was that the woman 
was rot in this case the agent of the husband, and if they drew thst 
inference the conviction is right in point of law. That being so, I think 
the conviction was right.—Counse., R. D. Muir; Tindal Athinwn, 
Souicrrors, Edgar Robins, tor Salmon § Sons, Bury St. Edmunds ; Swepstom 
§ Stone, tor Snell & Stone, Great Dunmow. 


(Reported by Sir Suzestrow Baxes, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.| 


PEARSON (Appellant) v. THE BELGIAN MILLS CO, (LIM.) (Respondents) 
—Illth February. ‘ 





, and admitted that the woman had paid him threepence half- 
the beer. The ctor pointed to a large placard in the bar | 
that no payment would be received for refresmmente from any | 
her than huni fide members, and asked the «appellant if he had 
anything to say to that ; but he replied “No.” The evidence for the re- | 
spondent shewed that the premises belonged to a brewery company and | 
were formerly « licensed house ; but that the licence was not granted, and | 
& Anh was at once started, and the premises let by the company by a verbal | 
agrecment, but it was stated that on the completion of some additional | 
ballding: 2 leeer would be granted. The appeilant put in the rules of the | 
Aub, on the tront age A which is printed *' Saffron Walden Non-Politi- 
cal Working Men's Club Bules,”’ but such book contained no names of | 
committee, Micers, or members ot the dab. The president of the club, | 
who is director A the brewery company to whom the premises 
bong. stated he was present at 2 meeting of persons held on the 
19th A Jamuary last, at which the Aub was forined and rules were | 


Facroutss and Wonrkxsnors—OCrieaninc Macutnany 1n Morion—Panrt of 
Tux Macuine 1x Morton anv Parr Fixep—Oniwy Oneanino Fixep Past 
—Factrony any Woaxsnor Acr, 1878 (41 & 42 Vier. c. 16), 8. 9. 


Case stated by justices of the peace for the county of Lancaster, acting 
in and for the division of Oldham. An information and complaint pre 
ferred by the appellant, an inspector of factories, against the Belgias 
Mills Oo. (LAmi o» the respondents, was heard ata petty sessions on the 
26th of June, 1895, and was dismissed by the justices. ‘The information 
and complaint was as follows: “That on the 22nd day of May, 1895, @ 
the township of Royton, in the division of Oldham, the respondents wer 
then and there the occupters of a certain factory within the meaning @ 
the Factory and Workshop Act, 1878, wherein on the same day ti 
respondents did then and there, in contravention of nection 9 of the Fae 
tory and Workshop Act, 1478, allow a certain child toclean a part of the 
machinery while the same was in motion by the aid of steam.’’ ‘The fob 


Moyles, amd they were, w far as he knew, oil in force, He was aleo | lowing facts were proved or admitted, The respondents are cotton split 
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wean who hal the beer in the basket was clected « member ta 


appears; anh be 
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that + was a bond fide word 


rules, and he produced « minute book in which such oA at the ri 
alder sated sot 


present wt 2 commithes mecting on the 720d of April, when the husband of | ners, and carry on business at the Belgian Mule The child in question 


gave evidence that he was cleven years of age at the tims; that he wasem- 
enpondenta’ mill as a ‘little plecer'’; that on the day i 


ing | was Aeaning the front part of the roller beam when tho appellant spoke 
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that he knew the husband of the woman was Srepoent and seconded jy | 
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was not dangerous. 
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that the child 
that the cleaning 
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—=. 

tohim; and that the machine (a 5 
A roller beam is a fixed part ‘ 

tion the child stated he was using a wire behind 

did not think what he 


creel 
« was dangerous; that the piecing is done by the minders 
= hoy 


to clean, and that he 


) that, besides keeping 

fixed machinery clean and tidy, there was very little for him todo. The 
of the Master Cotton Spinners’ Association and the president of 
the ve evidence that in their opinion this 

The appellant, in his evidence, stated that 
he saw the child in the Belgian Mill on the 22nd of May cleaning part of 
the machine while the machine was in motion by steam power. It was 
the justices found as a fact, that the part of the machine 
was cleaning was not in motion, but that the machine of 


in question was not 


which part was being cleaned was in motion. 
a fact 


E 


while the same 18 


er 
art of the machinery in a factory as is mill gearing 
isin motion for the purpose of propelling any part of the manuf. 

2’ “A child, young person, or woman, shall not be allowed 
to work between the fixed and traversing part of any self-acting machine 
bine is in motion by the action of steam, water, or other 
mechanical . , young person, or woman allowed to clean 
or work in contravention of this section shall be deemed to be employed 
By section 96 a ‘‘child’’ means 
aperson under the age of fourteen years. On behalf of the appellant 
it was contended that section 9, 
ofany machine part of which was in motion. On behalf of the respon- 
dents it was contended that, as the part of machinery being cleaned was 
h 1, did not apply. The justices were 
of opinion that section 9 of the Factory and Workshop Act, 1878, does 
not prevent the cleaning of a fixed part of a running machine. The 

ion of law for the opinion of the court was whether section 9, 
paragraph 1, of the Factory and Workshop Act, 1878, applies to the 
cleaning by a child of the fixed part of a machine in motion by steam, 


while the mac 


to the provisions of this Act.’’ 


notin motion, section 9, paragrap 


dangero 
and Workshop Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c. 16), provides: “‘A 
vind shall not be allowed to clean any part of the machinery in a factory 
in motion by the aid of steam, water, or osher mechani- 
’ A young person or woman shall not be allowed to clean 


water, or other mechanical power. For the 


tended that, taking the words in the section, ‘‘ a child shall not be allowed 
to clean any part of the machinery while the same is in motion,” the word 
“same ’’ refers to ‘‘machinery’’ and not to the word “‘ part,’’ and the 
section means that when a machine is in motion a child is not allowed to 
clean any part of that machine, whether that particular part so cleaned is 
mdents did not appear. 

Tus Court (Linpiry and Kay, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. 

L.J.—The question turns on the true construction of section 
9, The facts were that the child was not cleaning that part of the 
machine which was in motion; he was employed in cleaning the fixed 
partof the spinning mule which was in motion. It seems to me that the 
section means that the child shall not clean any part of the machine while 
the machine is in motion, and it seems obvious that the object of the 
section is to prevent children going near any machine which is in motion, 
which would be the case if they were allowed to clean any fixed part of 
It seems to me, therefore, that the case must be 


in motion or not. 


Linviey, 


the machine in motion. 
remitted to the justices. 
Kay, L.J.—It seems to me that the magistrate’s construction of the 
section is entirely against the intention of the Act. If a child is com- 
art of the machine which never moves, he is incurring 
rin cleaning that part, though it does not move, 
eaning the partthat moves. The question is, What 
does the statute mean? It seems to me to mean that while the machine 
isin motion—that is, that while those parts of the machine which can 
move are in motion—the child cannot clean any part of that machine, 
although that part is notin motion. This case is one contemplated by 
the Act, and is within the very words of the Act. Case 
justices. —Counset, H. Sutton. 


pelled to clean a 
almost as great a 
as he would incur 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
REG. ». THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY—C. A., No. 1, 
10th February. 
Sonicrror—Misconpuct—Arrrication To Reavime Souicrror to ANSWER 


Autroations—No Prima Factr Casn or Misconpver—JvuRIspicrion oF 
Commirrer or INcorroratry Law Socraty—Sourcrrors Act, 1888 (51 & 
52 Vier. o. 65), 8. 13. 

This was an appeal from a decision of the Divisional Court re: to 
amend a previous order of the Divisional Court of the 29th of July, 1895, 
(teported in 39 Soxtorrons’ Jovnnat 692); and there was also an . 
tion to extend the time for appealing from the order of the 29th July. 
The sole object of both the appeal and the ee was to have the 
July reviewed by the C 
cation, went into the case, 
an application was made to the Incorpora! 
the Solicitors Act, 1888, that two 


— of the 29th of mi 
Upon the present a 

the merita. It appeared that 
law Society under section 13 0 
wlicitors might be 


Conduct contained in 
I ted Law Society, having con 


ph 1, applied to the whole 


Sorrcrror, The Solicitor to the Treasury. 
{Reported by Sir Surnston Baxen, Bart., Barnster-at-Law. |! 


mule) was at the 
of a 


the floors and the 


The justices also found as 
us. Section 9 of the 


i while the same 


appellant it was now con- 


remitted to the 





uired to answer all 
© applicant's affidavits. 


the vite, but without hearing further 


applicant or calling the two wolicitors before them, were of 


sidered the allegations contained in 
evidence on the yA 
“ 


urtof A , and the 
AB Preciaed — 


tions of professional mis- 
The committee of the 


m In | and 


priméd facie case of professional misconduct had not beén made out, 
refused to hold any a The applicant thereupon 
. : ~ 

hear the complaint. The Divisional Court 
on the 29th of July discharged the rule. 
the applicant applied to the Divisional Court to amend the order of 
29th of July, ac being y 

0 eS ne iad tees Gk and also applied to extend the 
aj t a 

for appealing from the order of the : 


of the Law Society must hear the evidence of — 
witnesses, even though they were of opinion that the vits disclosed 
no primd facie case, and they 

thought that there was 

present the to 
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facts 
, 

affidavit was then sent to the Law Society. 3 
ceived it the committee appointed under the Solicitors Act, 1888, read i 
and considered the charge. If th 
assuming the facts there stated to be true, no 
fessional misconduct was disclosed, section 13 of the Act said that they 
need not take any further i 
nothing more in the matter. It was 
and, not having done so, that they had not heard the complaint so as to 
see if there was a primd facie case of misconduct made out. The true 
meaning of the Act was that if, un reading the affidavit, they bond Ade 
came to the conclusion that there was no primd facie 


apglicant was not precluded from taking 

proviso in section 13 he could on his own eae 

to compel the solicitors to answer the allegations. The : 

Law Society were the sole judges whether a primd facie case of mis- 

conduct been made out, and no appeal lay from . 
Lorzs, L.J., concurred. The committee had done all that was required 

of them by the Act of 1888. The complaint was in 

and they were sent to the Law Society ; and, in his Sens od cee 

of the Law Society were of opinion that no primd faci 

against the solicitor had been made out, they must say so, and that was a 

hearing by them, and they need not proceed further. . 
Riesy, L.J., concurred.—Counset, Willis, Q.C., and Rese-Innes; Sir 

Edward Clarke, Q.C., and F. W. Hollams ; Levett, Q C., and A. T. Lawrence. 

Sourcrrors, R. Chapman ; S. P. Bucknill ; Trower, Freeling, § Parkin. 

[Reported by W. F. Bazar, Barrister-at-Law.) 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Frovat Examinatron. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the 2ist and 22nd January, 
1896 :— : 

Adams, Cadwallader Edmund. Omer William John. 
Armitage, John Henry, B.A. 








, James. . 
Atkins, John Rutherford. Dean, James Edward Troughton, 
Ballon ey es og Bowers 
Balleny, Da . . 
Barnard, Harold Granville, B.A., Dell, John Edward. 
LL.B. Burleigh Harry John. 
Barwell, Wilfred Thomas de Berde- Dixon, Francis. 
welle. Drake, William. 
Bates, Arthur. Elder, Robert William. 
Baty, Thomas, B.A. Eisdon, Wiltiam John. 
Bell, Albert Ernest. Evans, Hugh Jehn Howell. 
Bell, John Herbert, B.A. Fairbairn, 2 Martin, B.A. 
Bell, Septimus Shepherd. Fell, George Edward Hunter. 
Bill, William Harper. Fisk, Ernest. 
» . Forster, John George. 
Bonney, John Frederick Frith, James Cartwright 
ae, Sane ——- George. Sane, Sa 
Bridge, Henry ur Sealy. Goldie, oseph 
Brown, Arthur Joseph Green, Beraard N 
Buchanan, Walter, B.A, Greenway, John M.A, 
Bullen, John Fairhurst. Griffiths, William Arthur 
Burrows, Eustace Hubert, B.A. Gurney, Arthur Smeeton, 
Cardew, Arthur Schuyler. Hands, Arthur Willian. 
Chadwick, Herbert Francis, B.A. Harris, Trevor Bdward. 
Chinn, Harold William, Hawkes, Heary George. 
Claytou obert V Hilton, Perey 
. R erney ‘ 
omg Ronald Perey, B.A. Thomas Roase. 
: ba on ————— 
Constable, Pearee. 4 
Mitel Biterd Guillaume. opkins, Charles Rassell 
One, Benjamin Springdett. Howe, Bortraw Charles, BLA 
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Hudson, Robert Sidney, B.A. Round, Arthur. 
Hull, Francis John Kingdon. Rowlands, John Wilfred. 
J George Wi Satterthwaite, William Henry, M.A 
J , George Edward, B.A. Seyd, Harold Otto 


Jones, William Everard Tyldesley. Shapland, Frederick George Weata- 
Jones, William Hareldine. cott. 
Johnston, William Ashley Har- Sills, Frederick Caldwell. 


rower. Smith, Arthur Myers, B.A., LL.B. 
Joseph, Arthur Samuel. Snow, Arthur 
Josselyn, John. Soames, Harold George Robert. 
Joynson, John Henry. Square, Edward Elliot. 
Jupp, Charles Stedman. Stanes, Henry Percy. 
Kenny, = Strange, Herbert Kendall. 
Larcome, Albert James. Tarbet, William H A 


enry. 

Taylor, Claude Philip Eaton. 
Taylor, Joseph. 
Thomas, Herbert George. 
Thomas, William Arthur. 
Thompson, Frederick Charles. 
Thompson, Vincent, M.A. 
Turner, Montagu Cecil Scott, B.A, 
Walker, Laurence Edward. 
Wallis, Charles, B.A. 
Webb, Francis William John. 
Whalley, William. 
Whiteman, Walter William. 
Whittingham, Ferdinand Samford. 
Whitton, William Ernest, B.A. 
Williams, Alfred Benjamin. 
Williams, Frederick Collins. 
ee reg De 

ilson, Edwin Hetherington. 
Winckworth, Douglas Powell. 
Wolverson, John Dudley. 
Wootten, George Albert. 
Wyatt, Hugh Michael Wrench. 


Lawry, William Dennis. 


Mallam, Arthur Phospor, B.A. 
Masefield, Reginald. 

Mellor, Harold Porter, B.A. 
Muirhead, Charles Albert. 
Neighbour, Thomas Frank. 
Nightingale, Frederick James. 
Peters, Benjamin Bellis. 

Pettit, Charles Edward. 

Phelps, Murray Newton, LL.B. 


Roe, James Caulfield, B.A. 





INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
— at the Intermediate Examination held on the 23rd January, 


Abbott, Francis Edwin. 


Greenwood, Charles Percival. 
Archbold, Thomas Forster. 


Grimes, Henry Wood Slingsby. 


Armitage, on James. Hamilton, Gibson Warwick Finlay. 
Batham, Charles Frederick. Harford, Andrew Armstrong. 
Beal, George Frederick. Harris, William Lewis. 


Beard, Balfour West. Harrod, Henry Herbert, B.A. 
Beardsley, William Frederick Bent. Hawkins, Laurence Francis. 
Behrend, Robert Henry Stuart Hays, John, B.A. 

Edleston Heathcote, George Robert. 


Benson, Christopher. Henderson, Vernon Haigh. 
Berry, Harry Leopold Firth. 


Higgs, Joseph Thomas. 

Birdseye, Fred Hamilton. Hills, John Waller, B.A. 
Blackbourne, Arthur Lambert. Hodgson, George Wright. 
Blewitt, Matthew Clive. Holman, Cecil. 

William Ernest Horwood, Percival Edward. 
Boycott, Harold Charlton Howson, William Henry. 
Boyes, William Archibald Hughes, Charles Edward Price. 
Brett, Arthur Frederick Hunt, Walter John. 


Brewer, John Henry Latham. 
Brooks, Arthur Percy. 
Edward D’ Arcy, B.A. 


Iles, Frederick John. 
Ireland, Percy Edward, B.A. 
Isaac, George Gower. 


conten James, Arthur Morgan. 
Campbell, George James Jefferies, Charles Wright. 
Carr, David Jenkins, Ralph Percival. 
Carr, John. Jolly, Henry Stewart. 
Childe, Eric George Herbert Kite, Edward pee 
Chubb, Percy. Lambe, Richard eric. 
> us. Lermitte, Claude Sutton. 
Ernest Hubert. Lewis, Arthur Glenton 
Comely, Robert. Lewis, David Edwin 


Lewis, Frederick William. 
: , William Oliver, 
Coz, Vaward ee McGowan, Harold. 
Meliqubam, Harold. 
Mager, George Edmund. 


Croome, Alexander Swayne Marpole, Edward. 
Cale, . Mead, Philip Clement. 
Davies, Meller, Thomas. 


Middleton, Richard Stephenson. 
ees Edward Haworth von 
AMET. 


¥ George Newman, Joseph Harker 
rae Lowry. Nicholson, John. 
y tm Vindlater Corscaden. Owen, John 








Gwilym Rhy: Storey, Leonard 

Price 8. rey, : 

Pugh, Stanley Owen. Sutcliffe, John William. 
Puntan, Archibald John. Taylor, Arthur Hotham O’Bryen, 
Pyke, Manuel Castello. Taylor, John. 

Ratford, John Francis. Thomas, Herbert Watkins. 


Raw Clement Harry. Thursfield, William Heath, B.A, 
ioe ad Albion eer Herbert. Tochatti, Frederick Vincent. 


Rigbey, Gerard Smythe. Trangmar, Herbert Edward. 
, Re; Shaw. Tucker, Robert Ernest. 
Ro , John. Tweed, Oyril Neville 


Roberts, John Alexander. 


Vincent, Charles Worsley 
Robinson, Vaughan Wickenden. 


Watts, Sydney Bodger 


Schwabe, Horace Foster. Weatherhead, Harry Robinson 
Scrope, Stephen Francis Eustace. White, Charles 

Shelton, Edward Lyon. Wiley, Esmond Henry 
Simons, Vazie. Wilkes, George Bullen Lewi. 
Spurling, John. Wilkinson, James Reginald 


Stavridi, John John. 


Wilkinson, William Alexander 
Stephens, Joseph Benjamin. 


Williamson, Frank Herbert 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Rauru Siuttery Benson, barrister, has been appointed a J udge of 
the High Court of Judicature in Madras. 


Mr. H. C. A. Brnauzy, barrister, of the South-Eastern Circuit, has been 
appointed Secretary to the General Council of the Bar. 

Mr. Swrvren Eapy, Q.C., has been elected a Member of the General 
Council of the Bar, in succession to Sir Alfred Marten, Q.C. 

Mr. C. J. Srzwant, barrister, late chief official receiver in bankruptcy, 
has been appointed Clerk to the County Council of London. 

Mr. Joun Wituram Brep Atuzn, solicitor, of Nottingham, has beep 
appointed a Commissioner to Administer Oaths. 


GENERAL. 

The St. James's Gazette says that the barristers in and out of practice 
who are members of the House of Commons number 131. 

Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams has announced that, to suit the con- 
venience of the profession and of litigants, he has altered his former 
practice of hearing petitions and court summonses on the same day. In 
future court summonses would not be in the paper for hearing ons 
petition day, but on the following day. 

The case of the law student who appealed against the refusal of the 
benchers of the Middle Temple to call him tothe bar was heard at the 
House of Lords last week, before a committee of j — consisting of the 
Lord Chancellor, Sir Francis Jeune, Mr. Justice Mathew, Mr. Justice 
heres p: | Mr. Justice North, and Mr. Justice Romer. The proceedings 
lasted allday, and at the conclusion of the inquiry the judges dismissed 
the appeal and upheld the decision of the benchers. 

By the 20th section of the Finance Act, 1894, the Queen may, by Order 


in Council, apply that section to — British possession where by the law 
of such ion no duty is leviable in respect of property situate in the 
United om when passing on death. The London Gazette of Friday 


week contains two Orders in Council applying the section to the colony of 
Victoria and the colony of Sierra Leone. 

The Judicial Committee of the | Council resumed their sittings 
after the vacation on the 11th inst. heir first list of causes contains 
fourteen Indian and colonial appeals for hearing—viz., from Bengal, four; 
Oudh, three; Madras, two; New South Wales, two; and Newfound 
Queensland, and Western Australia, one each. There are also an ap 
from a judgment of the Consistory Court of London, two petitions for 
prolong ro of patents, and a special reference under the Endowed 

te. 





Messrs. E. O. Preston & Co, have published a Diary for 1896 which is 
exceedingly useful to clerks and others connected with public authorities, 
as it, ai other important information, contains ial actuarial 
tables sh the exact repayment of loans (illustrating amount of 
— and interest in each case), calculated at from 3 to 3 per cent. 

also gives a list of loans completed for various corporations, 
district councils, &c. 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette—Furvay, Feb. 7. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lumrep in CHANCERY. 








Lauren (1x Votunrary Legumasen) Costs om or patese 
Arch 7 to send their names and , and if thelr debe ot clita, 
Frederick Mansell and Alfred Cotton , 6, oe itigh st, 
New st, solor for liquidators 
Assuicay MonTGaGE Piped Luitz2—Creditors are required, on or before March 5, to 
send their names an : a ae of their debts or claims, to to Alfred 
Philip King, 103, Palmerston bldgs. Parker & Co, Cornhill, solors to liquidator 
‘Buoop Stock Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 6, to send their 
names and ad particulars of their debts or claims, to William Richard 


and 
bullet, Northwood, Balfour rd, South Norwood 
nysTaL pa . Co, Liarrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 3, directed to 
be heard on Feb Martin & Nicholson, 29, Queen st, solors for petner. Notice of 
must a the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


18 
gunst Suir Co, Lamrrep—Petn for yng up, presented Jan 30, directed to be 
ae Feb 19. Ewer & Neave, 8, Philpo lane, Brabant tet, agents for H. J. Sole, 
8, Fenwick Fi Liverpool, solor for ers, Noties of appearing must reach the above- 


named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 18 
Geena, Rav Co, japune~Gudiien are ——, on or before March 10, to send their 
names and adi and particulars of eir debts, or claims, to Arthur Pearson 
Ibbott, 9, Throgmorton ad omy Braithwaite, solor, 4, T' 
Lixormetp Steamsuir Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 6,. 6, directed to be 
F 


on eb 19. Druces & Attlee, 10, Billiter aq, —— for Notice of 
_ must the abovenamed not later than he 6 o’clock 4% -~ afternoon of 
18 
si wr hong ever | Co, Limirep (1x Liquiparion)—Creditors are required, on 
their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 


Fe eink Herbert Williams, 6, Queen st place 

Srean oy pred “ Victoria,” Luourep—Creditors are required, on or before March 17, to 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Baa waite, Carlton chmbrs, 4, Regent st. Gush & Co, 3, pane daenienne 

for liquidator 

Woop Green a. yw Srzam oe pe agg yg + for . presented 
5, be heard on Feb 1 I Biokapegute ot solor for 
. Notice Sy appearing must et ‘the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the 


afternoon of Feb 18 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Haxp wy Hanp Beverir Socizry, Lamb Inn, Little Milton, Oxford. Jan 29 
SusrenDED ror Taree Monrus. 


Furey 1s Neep Friznvy Society, Corner House Inn, Trecynon, Aberdare, Glamorgan. 
Jan 30 

Onemat Granp Orpen, Tora, Anstinent Sisters or rue Poa:wix Frisnpiy Society, 
Lockhart’s Cocoa Rooms, Old st. Jan 30 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 11. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep mx CHancERyY. 


Laxp Conroration oy West Avustratia, Limrsp (1x Liqu pomet — Creditors | 
required, on or before March 21, to send their names an particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Thomas Henry Wye and Charles Wright, 5, Copthall bidgs. 


Munns & Longden, 8, Old Jewry, solors to liquidator 


Untonrep in Cuancery. 
Livexroon AnD Binkenneap Susway Co—Petn for winding up, pemeates Ie Feb 5, wr aged 
tobe heard on Feb 19. Godden & Co, 34, Old Jewry, solors Notice 


pipearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 Orelock in the. efterneon of 
Feb 18 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
OV Loan anv Investment Society, Vine Inn, King st, Cradley Heath, Staffs. 
b 5 


ML Coacumen AnD Grooms’ Sick Beyerrr Society, British Workman's Club, 
Upper Tulse hill, S.E. Feb 5 
— Curomatic Concertina Bayp, 36, Teak st, Devon st, Beswick, Manchester. 





Waryine To InrENDING Hovsz Purcuasgsrs AND Lessggs.—Before pur- 
ous or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.) —[Apvr.] 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Frivay, Jax. 31. 
Aken, Exiey, Luddenden, Halifax March 12 RBoocock, Halifax 
Axsp, Jae, Luddenden, Halifax March 12 Boocock, Halifax 
Avtar, WieiaM, Sheffield, Builder March 14 Bennett, Sheffield 
aie Avrnun Atrrep, Portland rd, Canning Town, Baker March 1 Hulbert & 
Crowe, Broad st bldgs 

Bantow, Gxonox, Hulme, Manchester, Estate Agent March 12 Cobbett & Co, Man- 
Beayny, Rev Tomas, Bracon Hall, Norfolk March 7 Clabburn, Norwich 
Bnaxve, Axx Soruta, Southampton Feb 27 Dimond & Son, Wimpole st, W 
amy Guonax Cuantys, Dukinfield, Chester, Gent Feb15 Pownall, Ashton under 
Burien, Sanan Ann, Bromfelde rd, Clapham Phillips & Randle Ford, 
Cioxex, Lypia, Colby rd, Norwood March 16 Godwin & Son, Coleman st 
Ovanax, Many Aww, Devonport March 27 Albert & Co, Devonport 
Ovni, Witutam, Malvern rd, Kilburn, Gent March 14 Saxton & Morgan, Somerset 


F wt, nan aq 

swOET Goran Warxix, Norton, Derby, Farmer March 11 Vickers & Qo, 
Fewmnax, Jonnru, Calverley pk, Tunbridge Wells, Raq March 16 Freeman, Abingdon 
Pox, Hawxan, Leode March? Markland & Co, Leeds 


—_ Bow aap Josnru, Seymour pl, Marylebone, Grocer March & Warriner & Co, 


Feb 2 





oan ted Ex1za Louisa, Norfolk ter, Bayswater March 13 Rooke & Sons, Lincoln’s 


Grawt, Ricuanp, Penrith, Cumbrid March 10 Scott & Allan, Penrith 
Guueve, Cuanias Tuowas, Trafalgar rd, Old Kent rd, 8 March 25 Roberts, Furnival’s 


Geena then, Dorking Feb 27 Freshfields & Williams, Bank bldgs, EC 

Haznis, James, Old Kent rd, Boot Dealer Feb 29 Traill & Howell, Queen Victoria st 
Hou.ipay, Epwarp, Dearham, Cumbrid Feb12 Paisley & Falcon, Workington 
Lester, Rev Lester, Wareham, Dorset Feb 29 Lowe & Co, Templegdns, Temple 
RS or Wasssat anes Cs Co.seckx, Moreton gdns, South Kensington Feb15 Farmer 


Queen Victoria st 
Macxenzre, Magia parma Ephraim, Tunbridge Wells Feb 27 Freshfields & Williams, 
Meacuer, Curistina, | Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester March 20 Hall & Co, Man- 


Otney, Mary Axn, Clapham rd Feb 28 Hayward, Coleman st 

Pearson, Henry, Bristol, Cattle Dealer Feb 21 Gregory & Co, Bristol 

Prowman, Geoncs, Spalding, Lincoln, Gent March 28 Stiles, Spalding 

Rarcuirr, Josepn, Derby March 28 Hollis Briggs, Derby 

Reezp, Joun Foster, York pl, Portmansq Febi12 Evans, Bouverie st 

Richarpsoy, Rosert, Eastbourne, Esq Feb 29 Vincent, Ryde, I of W 

RIETHMULLER, Geneon James, Adamson rd, Sth Hampstead March3 Rickards & 


Rosertson, Evizasets, Tweedmouth, Berwick upon Tweed March 3 Sanderson & J K 
Weatherhead, Berwick upon Tweed 
Rosson, CuHaRLes GEORGE, ee rateat ve Leytonstone Feb 29 Turner & Co, King st, EC 


Seavey, Cuares, Fairlawn Pk, Lower Sydenham,SE March5 Vant, Leadenhall st 
Senvayres, Axxe, Brighton March 1 Freeman & Son, Gutter lane, EC 
Scuu.rze, Nayior Dunsar, Kensington gate, Merchant Feb 29 Robinson & Stannard, 


Goorvens, Anna, Nottingham Feb 29 Whitworth, Nottingham 

Suaxesnart, Dororuy, Wilton, York Feb 24 Jackson & Jackson, Middlesbrough 
Suppes, Wiiu1am, Cornsay, Durham, Farmer March? Patrick & Son, Durham 
Surtroy, Jonx, Southport March7 Williams, Southport 

TuFNELL, eee Gienan, Bath, Captain March 2 Fladgate & Co, Craig’s court, 
Turwea, Ricuarp Bickerroyx, Buxton, Derby March7 Bennett & Co, Buxt 
noe: ame Lzonarp Repstox, Cowes, I W Feb 14 Guedalla & Cross, Essex st, 


Wearuersy, Joux Puitir, Cookham, Berks, Esq Feb 29 Emmet & Co, Bloomsbury sq 
Warers, Joux, Milford, Salisbury, Wilts, Esq March 25 Marsh, Yeovil 

London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 4. 
Arey, Jotivs Tausor, Upper Berkeley st, Portman sq, Esq March 7 Crawley & Co, 


Brows, Janz Baynatyne, Oxton, Chester Mar 14 Oliver & Co, Liverpool 
Brissy, Henny, Salford, Lancs, Baker Marl0 Crofton & Co, Manchester 
Cannon, Jane Repexan, Prestage st, Poplar Mar16 Soames & Thompson, Coleman st 


Cornsii, ALexayper Ricearp Campse.u, Totland Bay, I of W, Esq Feb29 Foyer & 
Hordern, Essex st, 
Crark, Fraaxyx Wiuuiau, South Norwood hill, Surrey Mar9 Rolfe, Cannon st 


Covcuer, Henry James, Worcester, Gent Feb 29 Hughes & Brown, Worcester 
Carawrorp, Siz Tuomas, MD, KCB, St John’s Pk, Blackheath March? Crawley & Co, 


Diexer, Wintiam Dayret, Lansdowne ri, — rd, Gent March 30 Gush & Co, 
aaa 


Ex. 
‘ord row, 
Bvany, Witusan Wateroo ri, Brentwood, Gent March 2 E F & H Landon, New 
Fawortt, Wii.14m, Barnsley, York, Boot Dealer Feb 29 Horsfield, Barnsley 
Fo.xss, Fenrox, New Southgate March 12 Godwin & Son, Wool Exchange 
Fy Lieut Gen Sir Witi1am A’ KC B, South Kensi March? Crawiey 
eo Whi amu Avevustus, B, ensington 7 
Ger, Rrowaro Hixt, Durham, Gent Feb29 Gee & Dunn, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Soom Ricagp Frepraick Frrs Eouvnp, South Kensington March 13 Tyrrell & Co 


oopmay, sen, Yardley, Worcester March 7 Bilewitt & Co, Bir- 


Hick, Hayxan, Hull March 11 Jackson & Co, Hull 
Hovesox, Evtzanstn Jexnxer Ganyerr, Worston, Lancs Mar 9 Balkiwin & Co 
Cli 


mute Exiz, Sanan, Scarborough Feb20 Farmer & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Hoorsk, Frepsnicx, Birmngham Mar? Blewitt & Co, Birmingham 

Hvupsow, Marrua, Junction rd, Holloway Mar25 Bird & Co, Gray's inn =) 
Jernanp, Resscoca Mania, Leicester Feb 29 Burgess & Dexter, Leicester 

Jouxson, Unian, Cawthorne, nr Barnsley, York Feb 29 Horstield, Barnsler 

Joxss, Hven, Liverpool, Grocer April1 Rudd, Liverpool 

Juss, Sanan Ayx, Thornes, nr Wakefield March 14 Stewart & Co, Wakefield 
Kay, Gsones, Barnsley, York Feb 29 Horstield, Barnsley 

Lanerorp, Cuanieas, Barnsley, York, Butcher Feb 29 Horstield, Barasley 
Miuyea, Many, Dacre, Cumbrid March 4 Arnison & Oo, Penrith 

Miiusr, Josrrn Heyay, Colchester, Wine Merchant March1IS Goody & Soa, Col 


Moornovuss, Buiazasern, Stirton, nr Skipton, York Feb Brown & Wood, Skiptes 

Nonmway, Wruuiam, St Helens, Yeast Dealer Feb iS Mearns, St Helens, Lancs 

Oarss, Jonx, Southowram, York March 4 Godfrey & Oo, Halifax 

Paron, Cua Jour, OC V : " 
omy ~ Fee ‘astle court, Combill, Licensed Victualler March 2 Poster 

Ropisox, Sir Wiitiam Le Puswtre, Wotton under Bdge, Glos March & Rooke & 

Saxntrr, Jour Baxter, Colchester, @rocer March 1 Wittey & Denton, Caichester 

Surrnunsr, Anes, Derby, Butcher Fed as Bi@owes & Son, Derby 


Sauyvruins, Rt Rev Cuances Anay, Bansibar, Bishop March IS Goody & Soa, Colchester 
Sovamann, Louraa Any, Small Heath, Warwick March f Russell, Lickteld 





Henpsrsoy, Joun 





 Sravane, Mans, Brighton March a1 Maydwell, 


Brighten 
Vervens, Mites Fierouns, Linton, York Bed af Brown & Wood, Shipten 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


London Gasette.—Fripay, Feb. 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Auscew, iu Tuomas, Oldham, Grocer Oldham Pet Feb 3 


ASPLAND, a Asrianp, Wicken, Cambridgeshire, Far- 
mer Cambridge Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 

Baryes, Josepr, Blackburn, Draper Blackburn Pet Jan 
23 Ord Feb5 

Barxett, Hexny James, Swansea, Plumber Swansea Pet 
Feb4 Ord Feb4 


Cuiaxtox, Gzorcr, Belton, Suffolk, Coal Merchant Gt 

Yarmouth Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 

Cooxsuy, Wit.ram, Tiverton, Jeweller Exeter Pet Feb 3 
Ord Feb 3 

Corg, Se Burmantofts, Leeds, Miner Leeds Pet Feb 
4 eb 4 

Onaga, Jouy, Cardiff, Butcher Cardiff Pet Feb3 Ord 

Crook, Grorce neg ay st, Chelsea, Builder High Court 
Pet Jan15 Ord Fe 

Darysonover, Eviza, Blackpool Preston Pet Feb 5 
Ord Feb 5 

Hasesicx, Joun Wititiam, Doncaster, Florist Sheffield 
Pet Feb Feb 5 

Hearv, Grorce, Shirehampton, Glos, Builder Bristol 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb5 

Hearucock, Wituiam, Jun, Rock Ferry, Ches Birken- 
head Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

Jenkins, Gwitym, Merthyr Tydfil, Licensed Victualler 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet Feb5 "Ord Feb 5 

JENKINS, Wiese, Carmarthen, Jeweller Carmarthen 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

Jitzs, Cuartes, Annandale rd, Turnham Green, Draper 
Brentford Pet Dec 23 Ord Feb 4 

Jones, Daviv, Skewen, nr Neath, Glam, Collier Neath 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 5 

Jones, Witiiam, and Mary Axn Jones, Rhosddu. Wrex- 
ate Boot Dealers Wrexham Pet Jan 21 Ord 
an 

Kixe, en, Gt Dover st, Horse Dealer. High Court 
Pet Jani1 Ord Feb5 

Lioyp, Tuomas, Llandrindod Wells, Grocer Newtown 
Pet Feb 5 Ord Feb 5 

McCtiymont, H, E rd, Dalston, Gent High Court 

snigiee, eens, Teed rd, 8 

EGGITT, Hersert, Norw urrey, Surgeon h 

Court PetJanis Ord Feb a Hig 

Miuier, Anprew, Consett, Durham, Plasterer Newcastle 

ue pny, Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 Dena 

LLEB, Tuomas Ottver, Hastings, er Hastings 

Pet Jan Ord Feb3 

a - pain Nottingham Nottingham Pet Feb 8 Ord 

e 

Pitxixetox, Exiza, Hindley, Lancs Wigan Pet Feb 3 
Ord Feb 3 

Pocock, Hersert Liuewetyx, St Leonards on Sea School 
Principal Hastings Pet'Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

Reurvess, B, Fore st High Court PetJan13 Ord Feb5 

Sacez, Epwarp, Sittingbourne, Kent, Dealer Rochester 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 

Sanpens, Samver, Totnes, Devon, Carriage Builder Ply- 

mouth Pet Jan2i Ord Feb 4 


Sura, Evtes, Horkstow, Lincs, Butcher Gt Grimsby Pet 
Feb3 Ord Feb 3 
Swurta,,Lexxy Jous, Braintree, Essex, Upholsicrer Chelms- 
Fay EL 
HOMAS, Ans, er’ Glam, Tailor, Pon dd Pet 
a Feb 3 } a Wi vot P 
'HoMPsoN, Joux, aie Derby,Grocer Chesterfield 
Pet Feb5 Ord F “mm . ’ 
Tuompsoy, Patrick, tee eeenpetens, Butcher 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Fe Feb i 4 Ord Feb 
West, Owey Sreruex, Cowley, Oxford, Tianber Merchant 
w eee Feb 1 be eb 1 
1LL1aMs, Davin, Por’ i Cattle Deal Pontypridd 
Pet Feb3 Ord F “4% ” : Pls: om 
Wooprsorrs, ety Ss Southsea, Baker Portsmouth 
Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb4 


Amended notice substituted for P-  ¢- cri in the Lon- 
don Gazette of J 


Joxzs, Joux, South Norwood, ate poe tant Croyd 
Pet Dee 30 Ord Jan 21 = — 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
AgmusraoxG, WILLIAM, Langton, Staffs, Builder Feb 14 at 
2.45 Townhall, Stoke upon Trent 
Ase sn lt Cambs, Farmer Feb 
) wo 
Baxcnrort, She, Meee } eet eee Feb 14 at 
es . oe whey +, t wert oe 8) ( - 
beider | Feb 19 at 1230 Of Ree,’ Pavilion bide, 
Baooxg, Fronence Mary, Wettinghoms Feb 14 at11 Off 





Jexxixs, Gwitym, Myrthyr Ty 
|" Mysthyr Tydfil Pet Feb 5 Ord Feb 


Bao ero eter’s Commch wall, Manufacturer Feb 17 | 

Boerox, Gonoe E Bristol, Builder Pon" 19 at 1 1 Off Rec, 

Bu Sos, Ba, Gore sf, Bet Feb 19 at 12 Off Rec, Bank 
brs, Corn st, Bristol 


oun Hexeyr, Preston, Music Dealer Feb 17 at 
wrt} ony ToreixGTox. Gresham st, Soli 
a 4 oN, - citor Feb 17 


Couiert, Feaxx 
19at 1230 Of Rec, Bank chmbrs, 


Coumack, Jons Buroax, Gt Fishc Feb 
11 Off Ree, 15, Cag, Ot Grimey, Mishourer ence, 


Dowsert, Atzeret Avov eoare 8, Worthing, Clothier Feb 2 
at3 Off Rec, 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Goopa... \ berg Cheshire, Farmer Feb 14 at 11,30 
Boyal we 


we by hy +5 Davin, ere C Provision Dealer 
‘eb 14 gy hy gs, Carey st 
Hacxert, Luxe, Cardiff Feb 20 at 11 Rec, 29, Queen 

st, Cardiff 


Harr, Tuomas, Eastbourne, March 10 at 2 
& Son, Seaside rd, Eastbourn 
Hanes, ye b damper ag aes Feb 17 at 11.15 Off 
Rec, 45, Copenhagen st, W: 
Hearp, GzorcE, Shireham| som, Glos, Builder Feb 19 at 3 
Otf Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bri 
Heck, SEBASTIAN, arneate Baker Feb 14 at 11 Bank- 


ruptcy Carey 
Heywoop, and Haszell sq Feb 14 at 12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 


Hv TCHINSON, Wim James, Worthing Feb 19 at 12 Off 
4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

JENKINS, Davi, Swansea, Hairdresser Feb 17 at 12 Off 
Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

LEACH, Eras, Aberdare, Glam, Coal Miner Feb 14 at 2 
65, st, Merthyr Tydfil 

LxyLanp, antes James, Manchester, Commission ~ 
_ 14 at 2.45 Ogden’s chambers, Bridge st, 
chester 

Ly ——_ Wituiam, Malpas, Cheshire, Plumber Feb 14 

at 11 Royal Hotel, Crewe 


Sauer Morais, eee y rd, West Kilburn, ave 
tter Feb 17 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, y st 
Norrs, Joserx, ham Feb 14 at 3.30 Off Rec, 
St Peter’s Church , Nottingham 

Parteipce, ALFRED Azseer, Ivybridge, | sme Milier 
Feb2 at1 10, Athenzeum ter, Plymou 

Pitxinetox, Exviza, Hindley, Lancs a 17 at 3 16, 
Wood st, Bolton 

% ARLE, AuFRED Eowarp, St Budeaux, Devon, Builder 

Feb 17 at 11 10, Atheneum ter, Plymou 

—— wey Tynewydd, Glam, G rocer Feb 17 
atl Off Rec, 29, Queen st, C: 

Trapp, 5» Fh Upton on Severn, Wenvester, Tailor Feb 
17 at 11.30 Off Rec, 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 
vm Ye Georce, Ashford, Kent, Builder Feb 1s 

Saracen’s Head Hotel, Ashford 
wee Wiu1au Henry, Henley in Arden, Warwick, 
Chemist Feb 17 at 12.30° Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, 
Coven 


try 
ve Jouy, Narberth, Pembroke, Builder Feb 15 at 
Off Rec, 4, Queen st, rthen 
ween Samus, and Tuomas Wooprorp, Bulwell, 
Notts, ufacturers Feb l4ati2 ‘Off Ree, 
St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 


Amended notice ey ee for rt Leainien 6 in the Lon- 
on Gazette of F 
Waite, Jous, m.., Yorks, Pig ts Feb 13 atit Off 
, 22, Park row, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apiz, Cuartgs, Akerman rd, Brixton, Builder High 

Court Pet Novi14 Ord Feb5 
Anprew, THomas, Ol , Grocer Oldham Pet Feb 3 
Se, Builder Stoke 


Feb 3 

Armstronc, Witu1Am, Longton, 
upon Trent Pet Jan 21 Ord Fe 

AspLayp, Isaac Aspianp, Wicken, Cambridgeshire, 
Farmer Cambridge Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 

BaGyatu, Corverivs, and Joun BaGna.t, Oldbury, Wores, 
Tron Fo West Bromwich Pet Oct5 Ord Feb4 

Baryett, Henry James, Swansea, Plumber Swansea 
Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

Benyett, Hersert Georce, Burgess Hill, Sussex, Coach- 
builder Brighton Ord Feb 3 

BuLMER, Wusahe. Newcastle on ly Plumber Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet Dec21 Ord Jan 3 

Cuestess, Joun, Liverpool, cteseer Liverpool Pet 
Jan2 Ord Feb 3 

Great 


Ciaxton, GEORGE, eee, —. on Merchant 
Yarmouth Pet Feb5 Ord F 
Conen, A M, Brighton Brighton. Mt Jan17 Ord Feb 3 
Couen, Leow, Southampton, Auctioneer Southampton Pet 
Jan20 Ord Feb 4 
Core, Geonce, Burmantofts, Miner Leeds Pet Feb 4 
Ord Feb 4 
Congas, gost, Cardiff, Butcher Cardiff Pet Feb 8 Ord 
eb: 
Crook, Georce, Chelsea, Builder High Court Pet Jan 15 
Ord Feb 4 
Dancerrietp, Arruur, Crouch End, Printer St Albans 
eb 4 
Danepepes, Euiza, Blackpool Preston Pet Feb5 Ord 
eb 5 
Epuuwps, James, Griffithstown, ur pewoeet, Mon, Grocer 
Ni Mon Pet Jan20 Ord Feb 


Frayer, Cuaries, Hambleton, Rutlandshice, Farmer Lei- 
cester Pet Jan 16 Ord Feb3 


| Furtone, Hazzor, Poplar, Builder High Court Pet Jan 
16 Ord Feb 


eb 6 
Hasesicy, Jonw Wiittam, Doncaster, Florist Sheffield 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 5 
Hanny, Rosertr, Dynas Powis, Glam, Farmer Cardiff Pet 
Jan 10 Feb 3 
Juxxiys. Davin, Swansea, Hairdresser Swansea Pet Jan 


29 Ord Feb 4 
M afil, es Victualler 
Joxes, Davin, Skewen, nr Neath, A ade Collier Neath 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 


Lane, Joux, Wrexham, Solicitor Wrexham Pet Jan 
Ord Feb 4 


Seu anp, Eowagp James, Manchester, Commission Agent 
ENEY, pated Wilts, Innkeeper Feb Manchester 
Corn st, Bristol 


Pet Jan 31 Ord Feb 3 

Miter, Ayprew, Di We Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet Feb4 Ord Feb4 * 

Mutier, Curistiaw Rowent, Bene’t pl, Commission Agent 
High Court PetJan7 Ord Feb4 

Nour, J Jusuen, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Feb3 Ord 


Ops, Hexny I nrg me oH Te ton, Sate Manu- 
facturer jan 3 ove Feb 4 





—=:12 

Parmutrs, Jannet, Cardiff, Draper Cardiff ; 

Pr Ord Heb Aas Hindl Wi Be 
LEINGTON, ZA ey, Cs i 

Ord Feb3 . ” = 


Sacte. Eowarp, Sittingbourne, Kent, Dealer 
su eeteehs Ord eds Rocha 
MiTH, ELteN, Horkstow, cs, Butcher G 
ere eehS Ord Feds eat Grimay 
mith, Lenny Jonny, Brain’ , Upholsterer 

Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 , Chelate 
ne = 3 3 Ord Feb” Glam, Tailor Pontypridg Pe 


Tuompson. Joux, Whi m, Derbys, Groce 
field Pet Feb5 Ord Feb * Cheer 


Tuompson, Parricx, Burradon, oy Butehe 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb4 Ord F. 

aaa ~ ira, Witt1am, Epsom Croydon Pet Noy 2 Oni 

an 28 

Winuiams, Davin, Pontypridd, Cattle Dealer P, ‘ 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 4 ont 

Wooprnorer. Rosert Jounx, Southsea, Baker Ports. 
mouth Pet Feb4 Ord Feb4 


London Gasette.—Tusspay, Feb. 11, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Ayres, Josern, Nantymoel, Glam, Grocer Cardiff 
Feb6 Ord Feb6é mM 


Banton, Joun ScurpHoume, Py} Ferry, Lines, Fame 
Lincoln Pet Feb5 Ord F 


*Barety, Rosperr Goprrey, Gorleston, Suffolk, Surge 


Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb6é Ord Feb 
Boors, Wituiam Hewnry, Peterboro ar Commengal 
. fey Peterborough 7 = 8 ba? Feb 8 
RANSON, Georce, Leamington, Publican ‘arwick 
B ay ond oe ham, Build Bi : 
RowN, Jouy, Birming uilder Birmingham 
Feb6 Ord Feb 6 a 
Bugcunatt, Raed Little Bytham, Lincs, Blackanij 
Peterborough Pet FebS Ord Feb8 
Careincron, Artaur, Luton, Beds, Tailor Luton Py 
Feb6 Ord Feb 6 
Davies, WittiaM ARTuuR, x > y aemmenes Maker (Cy. 
marthen Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 
Funt, Georce GituHam, Boxmoor, Herts, Auctioneer Hig 
Court Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6é 
Frost, Harry, Leighton Buzzard, Draper Luton Pe 
Fa Feb1 1 Ord Feb 8 ‘eb 8 ar ~ 
ARLAND, GEORGE, rehester, Greengrocer Dorcheste 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 
Georce, Tuomas, Carmarthen, a Manufacture 
Carmarthen Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 
Goopwiy, Louisa, + penamnae Farmer Maidstone Pé 
Feb 8 Ord Feb 
Herrer, Georc:e «ahaa Folkestone, Director Cante- 
bury Pet Dec6é Ord Feb 7 
Hasping, Wittiam, Grosvenor pk, Camberwell Hig 
Court Pet Jan10 Ord Feb? 
Hane, Grorez, Skipwith, Yorks, Farmer York Pet Fd 
7 Ord Feb7 
Horie, Ricuarp, Bawtry, Yorks Sheffield Pet Febs 
Ord Feb 8 


Jones, THEOPHILUS Pw Pestarsiates, 36 on, Baker New 
port, Mon Pet Feb6 

Joxres, Witu1am Avuacustus, Kidderminster, Cab Driv 
Kidderminster Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 5 


Laxe, Atperr Epwarp, and Taomas Wii Lass,” 


ee Builders Birmingham Pet Febs On 

ebs 

Mason, Bensamin, Sheffield, Draper Sheffield Pet Jani 
Ord Feb 6 


Moxatesu, Ati, Manchester, Syrian Merchant Manchesta 
Pet Jan 24 Ord Feb7 

Morais, Wituiam, Porth, Glam, Tea Dealer Pontypridd 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6 

Parry, Rev Joun Hucues, Rudbaxton, Pembrokeshin 
Pembroke Dock Pet Feb8 Ord Feb8 

Ports, Joun, Macclesfield, Cheshire, Hay Dealer Maced 
field Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 

Restart, George Tomas, Aston juxta one 
Coppersmith Birmingham Pet Jan 23 Ord Feb? 

Sate, Harry Witziam, Comision, Corn Dealer Cam- 
bri Pet Feb7 Ord F 

Sarrn, Grorae, Mitcheldean, Shoe, Saddler Gloucesia 

Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Sritu, Tuomas Pagwert, Laverstock, nr Salisbury Salix 

bury Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 


Tuorrz, Henry, Cranleigh, Surrey Guildford Pet Febi 
Ord Feb 5 

TuRNeR, Cone gE, H ie Dealer Kingston upa 
Hull Pet Feb 6 ond Tel Feb 


TURNER, ‘Gunes Hewyry, Soothill, Yorks, Commercial Te 
veller Dewsbury Pet Feb6é Ord F 

Wap ann, Cusseme, Cleethorpes on nes, Butcheré 
Manager Gt Grimsby Pet Feb 7 7 Ord Feb7_— 

Wivktxson, Harvey, Gainsborough, Auctioneer 

et Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Witiiams, Cuantys, Ironbridge, Salop, Grocer Madeley 
Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 6 

Wituiams, Witi1am, Dolwyddelen, Carnarvons. 
Victualler Portmados Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 7 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the La 
don Gazette of Nov. 26: 
Sampson, Faepertck Joun Fepos, Sydenham, Gest 
Greenwich Pet Oct 29 Ord N 
Amended notice substituted for Seat pevtihet in the 
London Gazette of 
Hurcuins, E, Queen’s rd, eee. 3 Teddington, Builder 
, Surrey Pet Oct 29 Ord Dec 
ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER, 


Famrax, Huon Witiiam Maunszc, Gasvsrr, Lambeb 
Palace rd High Court Reo Ord Nov 8, 1906 Bae 
Jan 31, 1896 












































































“aoe 
Fay 2h at 1 
TEs 
aise, cet 
mi 8,88 
i, Of ; 
san, Taos 

London Bri 
Jorce, ag 


pte 

Past, Witt) 
18 at 11.15 

, JOSE 
Watil ¢ 
Rewoens, B, . 
Rowserry, Li 
Feb 20 at 1 
Sack, Bowarv 


Taompson, Jo! 
at4 Ang 
Twswett, Ge 
tioner Fe 


Vastey, Wi 
Licensed " 


Waraixson, | 
Watii | 
Warts, Wau 
ae 
War ALBE! 
"S| 

Wuatams, Sa 
29, Queen 


Amended not 
Pixixatox, 
Wood st, 


Ayags, Joser 
heb b 01 


bape, 3 iN, Jor 


Buronwaun, 
Peterboro 


Davies, Wi 
marthen 
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? aS 
~ feb. 15, 1896. 
iff Pet Dee » — 
gan Pa FIRST MEETINGS. 
Fe; Buwtox, JOHN Scurpnotme, East Ferry, Lincs, Farmer 
aler Rocheaty wa 20at 12 Off Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
Bunyan, Isaac a Milner sq, Barnsbury Feb 18 at 
G Bankruptcy larey st 
ee Graaay 8 x, HERBERT oben Leeds, Hat Manufacturer 





or Chelate Feb 21. at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Buassox, GEORGE. Leamington, Publican Feb 18 at 12.30 


ontypridd Py Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
“(uauptos, ALEXANDER James, New Zealand avenue, 
rocer Chests, Barbican, Chocolate Importer Feb 28 at 12 Bank- 


bela Wigs, Carey a Pa x 
brid, Lous Witt1am, Aston juxta Birmingham Feb 
D4 Bathe bass ll 22, Colmore row, Birmingham 
t Nov 22 Oy fowanvs, Henny James, Thornton Heath, Surrey, 
Builder Feb 18 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London 
*  Pontypriaa Bridge 
a fisvcnever, Anton, Shaftesbury avenue, Public House 
acer — Ponty, Manager Feb 13at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Few, Sauce. Woopeare, St Leonards on Sea, Grocer 
Feb 24 at12 Young & Sons, Bank bldgs, Hastings 
U Goss, Feevenick Houwier, Birmingham, Baker Feb 19 
c at12 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
furse, JoserH, Filmer rd, Fulham, Builder Feb 18 at 12 


' Cardi Pe Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

fuse, Geonce, Skipwith, Yorks, Farmer Feb 27at3 Off 
Lines, Fame Ree, 28, Stonegate, York 

in, ay Roseart, Eton, Bucks, Upholsterer Feb 18 
folk, Surgem 2 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 


our Lioxe, St Groncr Becxwits, Kew, Surrey, 
Commerea! Mercantile Clerk Feb 18 at 11.30 24, Railway app, 
i Feb London Briige 
Warwick Py Jovcz, Hexsey Epwarp, High st, Lewisham Feb 19 at 
‘ 119 2, Railway app, London Bridge 
lingham Py Kiso, Georce Cox, Gt Dover st, Horsedealer Feb 20 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
+ Blacksmith Kise, Toomas, Penarth, Glam, Ironmonger Feb 25 at 3 
Off Rec, 29, Queen ‘st, Cardiff 
Luton Py Layoamper, Antaur, Hastings, Eating house Keeper Feb 
%at12.30 Yonng & Sons, Bank bldgs, Hastings 


Mak 
“> Mcturwoxt, H, Evering rd, Dalston, Gent Feb 19 at 11 
tioneer High Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Mesarrt, H«reeet, Norwood rd, Surrey, Surgeon Feb 
Luton Pe %at12 Bankruptcy bid , Carey st 
Moxaresa, Act, Manchester, yrian Merchant Feb 18at3 
Dorchester Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Paturs, Eowarv Georoe, Elm rd, Stratford, Clerk Feb 
Tunufacture Wati2 Baukruptey bld , Carey st 
; Pest, ALrrep H, Brook st, anover sq,Gent Feb 1S8at ll 
idstone Pe Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Psst, Witt1am Caarves, Brook st, Hanover sq,Gent Feb 
tor Cante. 18at11.15 Bankruptcy bldgs, "Carey st 
dll B Raprorp, Joseru Wacstarre, Nottingham, Joiner Feb 
rwell High ipat 1 Off Rec, St Peter's Church walk, Notting- 
rk Pet Fé nayoms, B, Forest Feb 19 at 12 Bankruptcy bldge, 
7 st 
Pet Feb § Rowserny, Leonarp Vaux, Newland, Worcs, Innkeeper 
Feb 20 at 1130 Off Ree, 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 
aker New Sauce, Eowarp, Sittingb urne, Kent Daler Feb 24 at 11 


Cab De , Off Rec, 9, King st, Maidstone 

ab Drive Siz, Harry Wintiam, Cambridge, Corn Dealer Feb 24 
at12 Off Rec, 5, Petty cury, Cambri 

aM Last, Swrx, Georar, Withington, Herefordshire, Haulier Feb 


Febs On 1atl0 2, Offa st, Hereford 
: Taourson, Joux, Whittington, Derbyshire, Grocer Feb 
Pet Jani . at4 Angel Hotel, Chowtetfield r = 
WSWELL, GeorGR Haupay, Southport, Lancs, Confec- 
Manchesta timer Feb 26 at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liver- 
Pontypridd Vanigy, Wittiam Srepuenson, Old st, St Luke’s, EC, 
Li Victualler Feb 20 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
nbrokeshir Carey st 
Wirics, Hexrsert, Binfield rd, Stockwell, Dyer Feb 
r Maceles W9atll Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Ware, Wa rer Osmonp, The Swan, Stepney, Licensed 
wal Victualler Feb 19 at12 Bankruptcy bldg, Carey st 
my Wage, Avaear, Lee Grocer Feb 1S at 12 Off Ree, 

8 8q, 01 
sler Can- Wuatams, Samuer, Caraiff, Grocer Feb 24at3 Off Rec, 
29, Queen st, Cardiff 


Gloucester 
Amended pete, substituted for that <7 epee in the 
ury Salix ‘ London Gazette of Feb. 
iILEINGTON, Exiza, Hindley, Lanc 7m b 17 3 
Pet Febs Wood st, Bolton Zo ° oy 
ston upe ADJUDICATIONS. 


ercial Tne Aram, Josera, pNantymodl, Glam, Grocer Cardiff Pet 


Butcher's Bastox, Joun Scurno me ay) Ferry, Lines, Farmer 
7 pus incola, Pet Feb 5 Ord Fe 
j AA i 

Linecola _ > ~ ¥ sazame, Sontaie High Court Pet 


Gisss, FrepeRicK os Soren, ete, Baker Birmiag- 
tam Pet Ji 
Goopwin, Lou1sa, Canterbury, Farmer Maidstone Pet 


Feb 7 Ord Feb8 


oom, Jour, Preston next Faversham, Kent, Manu- 


acturer Canterbury Pet Janis Ord Feb8 


Hoy, Ricaarp, Bawtry, Yorks Sheffield Pet Feb 8 
Ord Feb 8 

Jounstox, Herperr wt) ym st, Piccadilly High 
Co 


urt Pet Dec10 Ord 


J ae oe Pontymister Newport Mon Pet 


6 Ord Fe! 


Jones, WILLIAM Ageverse. Kidderminster, Cabdriver 


Kidderminster Pet Feb8 Ord Feb 5 


Tapoeeee ARTHUR, Hastings,’ , Eating house Keeper Hast- 


Pet Feb1 Ord F 


Liorp, Taomas, Liandrindol Wells, Radnor, Grocer 


ewtown Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 7 


Miturr, Taomas Outv -\ Hastings, Builder Hastiags Pet 


Jan18 Ord Feb 


Moxatesu, Att, par A cum Hardy. % tenes f Syrian Mer- 


chant Manchester Pet Jan 24 


Mormm, eye Lonsdale sq, Islington High Court Pet 


Feb 7 


we... Wittram, Porth, Glam, Tea Dealer Pontypridd 


Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 


Porrs, Joun, Macclesfield, 1 Hay Dealer Maccl-s- 


field Pet Feb 7 Ord Feb 


Saver, Harry Wittiam, anions Corn Dealer Cam- 


bridge Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 


Suirn, Georer, Mitcheldean, Glos, Saddler Gloucester 


Pet Feb7 Ord Feb7 


Tonem, Georer, Hull, Furniture Dealer Kingston upon 


ull Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6 


Turn .x, @zorcr Henry, Soothill, Yorks, +e Tra- 


veller Dewsbury Pet ow ae 


ALLIANCE 
ASSURANCE COMPANY. 


ESTABLISHED 1824. 
Capital, £5,000,000 sterling. 


Heap Orrice: 


BARTHOLOMEW LANE, LONDON. 
Cuarmmax: RIGHT ge LORD ROTHSCHILD. 


Lonpo: 
1,8T. JAMES'S ST., 8 W.; . 3. CHANGERY LANE, W.C.; 
3, NORFOLK 8T., STRAND; 3, MINCING LANE, E,C. 


Life & Fire Insurances at Moderate Rates. 


Life Policies free from Pewtetations, ‘wet with Perfect 
Security 





and Liberal Bon 
pecial f of Feteie te been a elle 
Special foor payment of ESTATE DUTIES. 
LEASEHOLD & SINKIN3 FUND POLICIES 
Full Prospectuses on application. 


ROBERT LEWIS, Chief Secretary. 


Third Edition, price 18s. ; cash, 14s. 6d. ; post-free, 15s. 


NDERMAUR’S MANUAL OF EQUITY. 
A Treatise on Equity, py — for pe ee 


and intended in 
Candida‘es for © Solicitors’ ‘Vinal me aa 


New Edition will be found thoroughly Revised and very 
considerably Enlarged. 


Geo. Bazses, 16, Cursitor-street, Chancery-lane. 








Waotanp, Canes, Cleetho Butcher's 
Manager 


Gt Grimsby Pet Feb 7 "Ord d Feb 7 


Wages Harvey, Sauheongh, Auctioneer Lincoln 


Feb7 Ord Feb 


Wittrams, CHARLES, Tronbritg, Salop, Grocer Madeley 


Pet Feb6 Ord F 


Wittirams, WILtraM, + ER Carnarvons, Licensed 


Victualler Portmadoc Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 7 


Amended notice —— for that pene in the Lon- 


don Gazette of Dec. 1 


Sampson, Freperick Joun Hopes, Dargis rd, Sydenham, 


Gent Greenwich Pet Oct 29 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb. 18.—Messrs. Depennam, Tewson, Farmer, & Baipor- 


WATrR, at the Mart, at 2. important City Freehold, 
known as 16, Poultry; and also an important City 
Freehold Property, comprising 37 and 38, King William- 
street (see advertisement on p. 6 last week's issue). 


Feb 19.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Crawnsievp, at the Mart, 


at 2, Reversions, Life Policies, Shares, Life Interests, 
&c. (see advertisements on back page of this number). 








All letters intended for publication in the 


“* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is expertenced in procuring the 


Journal with regularity, tt is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 


cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s, Sotorrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
5s 6d. 








Madeley tay, Ronert Goprraey, Gorleston, Suffolk, Surgeon 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 
- Licensed Witttam Henry, Peterborough, C ial 


7 Traveller Peterborough Pet FebS Ord Feb 8 
~ ey “<> sacenington, Publican Warwick Pet 
iin © ne Little B 
% rion, _ianee, Blacksmith 

1m, Gest . ae Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 
avigs, Wittiam Anruur, Linaitie, nuns Maker Car- 
ai ‘ marthen Ord Feb8 Ord Feb 8 

fouLKEs, Saran Soria, Birmingham, School Proprietor 

hk Birmingham Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb'8 

, Builder YER, weapnEDERIC Wituram, Queen Anne mansions, West- 


Fer Minster, Architect High Court Pet Dec 40 Ord 







DER, Geass, G 
Bet Feb eo gipeschenter, Greengrocer Dorchester 
06 Rew ®, Tuomas, Carmarthen Woollen Manufacturer 











Carmarthen Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb 








“Mr. H Slater is the greatest Detective of the pre- 


sent age.” — War Office Times. 


DETECTIVE 
OFFICES 


(SLATER’S).—The only acknowledged Estab- 
lishment in the City of London (vido pout) © barby en and 
making secret inquiries by Female Py fale Detectives. 
302. Telegraphic Address, “* Dis‘ance, 


Rinne Suan, Manager. 
1, Basinghall-street, London, E. 
P.S.—Successful in op gE I? 


Divorce Court for the past nine years. 





THE BURLINGTON OLAS3ES8. 


LAW EXAMINATIONS 
(BAR, SOLICITORS, UNIVERSITIES). 
Principal: Mz. J. CHARLESTON, B.A. (Law Honours 
Oxon and London). 

Tutors: A Number or Hieu-crass Honours Grapuates 
BaRrisTRes, AND SPECIALISTS. 


Puyention & aoe ane wrens one Se Comegentanes, 
attention throughout 


Private Tuition in any branch. 
aren TTOU Pers Burutxetor Ciasses, 
27, Cuancery-Laxe, W.C 


REBHOLD GROUND RENTS, in Lots 


£3 to £31 10s Lot, in ‘all £245 per 
annum, wil be Ba Sold ection by Mr. Wx. Hovesron, at 


Tuesday Next, February 1th. Full partic 
ht CTIONRER, 58, Old E.c. 


HOPS Wanted to Purchase at once; must 
be well let, and in a good London suburb ; settlemen 

25th March ; pe ee See a 

particulars to Asuuer, Gorpos, & Masox, 38, Old Bond- 











ALUATIONS of Modern and Old Laces. 
ven for Old Point and Modern Real 
Old mbroidaies Ge. Har want's 166 and 168, 

ro aeons W. 


SOLICIFORS, GUARDIANS, &c.—A 

Good Home, with education, offered to one or two 

LNT yt Strawbery Hill, in a 

ivate ‘um, £150 each for 4 years.—Address, 
° vr gclicite? Sournal® Office. 


we ar reat, Man 
waa Se Santee 
» by aavertioer, aged . oo" 


good profeeional a in cde 

b and ae exe rack, ute to well-known 
ey tive honk, here and tom first-rate references.— 
Siema, 12, Gerald-road, Eaton-square, S.W. 


PEWRITING.—Absolutely correct and 
confidential.—Princirat, Polytechnic High School, 
Clapham, 8.W. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Ase MAKERS. 


Ep ae ae 
To Her Majesty  Malestt Corporation off ey 














ROBES FOR QUEEN'S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
weer fe Be go mer 

La and Gowns for Registrars, Town 

e and Olerke of the Peace. 

Corporation Robes, Universityand Clergy Gowns. 

BSTABLISHED 1689. 





94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
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~ PROBATE VALUATIONS 


JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 











SPINK & SON, Gorpenrrus anp Srinversmirus, 17 anp 18, Piccanmty, W., and at 1 anp 2, 
beg respectfully’ to announce that they AccuRATEL y 
appraiss the above for the Lecat PRrorgssion ‘or PuRcHASR the same for cash if desired. Estab- 


GrRackcuHURCH-sTREET, CorNHILL, Lonpon, E.C., 


lished 1772. 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Louis Battenberg, K.C.B. 





REVERSIONS. 


AW REVERSIONARY INTEREST 
SOCIETY (Limited). 


24, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 


Cuarsmaxs—Epwarp James Bevin, Esq., Q.C, 
Dervry-Cuaremax — Joun Cruerk, Esq., Q.C. 
REVEBSIONS and Life Interests Purchased. Im- 
mediate and Deferred Annuities granted in exchange for 
Reversionary and Contingent Interests. 
LOANS may also be obtaincd on the security of Rever- 
sions. 











Prospectuses and Forms of Proposal, and all further in- 
formation, may be had at the pag 
‘1. B. CLABON, Secretary. _ 
INSURANCE OFFICE. 
Founded 1710. 
LAW COURTS BRANCH: 
40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 
SUM INSURED im 1894, £393,622,400. 
Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL jysvranczs company 
tmoaren, FIRE. 
Established 1903. 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Funds over £1,500,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manag-r. 
THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 
(Estaeitsaevd 1823), 





Reversionary Interests in Real and Personal 

, and Life Interests, and Life Policies, and 
Advance Money upon these Securities.—17, King’s Arms- 
yard. Coleman-street. E.C. 


“ADVANCES On MORTGAGE AT FIVE PER 
CENT. INTEREST 

HE BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY 

is prepar-d to make Advances on approved FREE- 

BOLD and LEASEHOLD HOUSES and SHOPS, also 

+t LICENSED HOUSES, repayable in one sum or by 

enta, without notice.— Apply to Feaxycis 

Rovessanevs, Manager, Birkbeck pa. Southampton- 
buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W 


ESTABLISHED 1651. 


BIRKBECK BANK 
Southampton-buildings, Chancery-lane, London. 
TWO-AND-A-HALF per CENT. [INTEREST allowed 

a Spi pe on demand. 

TWO per mn CURRENT ACCOUNTS, on the 
minimsum monthly belances, when not drawn below £100. 
STOCKS and SHARES purchased and sold. 


SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 


Por the encouragement of Thrift the Bank receives small 
eums op deposit, and allows Interest monthly on each 
coaspletci £1. 





BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A HOUSE 
FOR TWO GUISEAS PEER MONTH. 

BIEKBECK FEEEHOLD LAND SOCIETY. 
BOW TO PURCHASE A PLUT OF LAND 

FOR FIVE SHILAABGS PEE MONTH. 

The BIEKBECK ALMANACK, with full 

pos tree. VEANCIS KAVESSCEOFT. 


LOBDOM GAZETTE 
LOBDOS «nd IMENT 
OFVILE.—Bo. CHANCERY LANE, ¥LEET 


STEELT. 
ENEY GEEEN, Advertisement Agent, 
pp te Gapect the atienticm of the Legal Profession 


*, 
. 
(yuttished by authority) and 
COUNTRY AUVEETI6 
117, 


w the A the long expericace of upwards of 
red eam, + epectal insertion of ai) pro forma notices, 

a whites tha vntined myyrt,—MB. 
or Sas mn atatory Utiera WH ( ae anh Vis- 
Wim Pertnertityp, with necomary Weclaration, 
Oe tame tn shvertiemments 204 fle ot “ London 


Guattte” typ. 





TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 


ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 


For Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. Terms, 
2} to 4 Guineas. 
Apply to Medical Superintendent, 
F. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.R.0©.8. (Eng.) 





TREATMENT OF [NEBRIKETY,. 


DALRYMPLE HOME 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
R. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Superintendent. 
INEBRIETY, “THE M MORPHIA HABIT, AND TuE 
ABUSE OF DRUGS. 


A PRIVATE HOME. 


ESTABLISHED 1864, 
For the Treatment and Cure of Ladies of the Upper and 
Higher Middle Classes suffering from the above. Highly 
successful results. Consulting Physician : Sir BENJAMIN 
WARD RICHARDSON, M. D., F.R.C.P. Medical Attend- 
ant: Dr. J. ST. T. CLARKE, "Leicester. —For terms, &c., 
opniy Mrs. Tuzopa LD, Principal, Tower House, Leicest -r. 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


asUTHORITY. 











Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 





The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 


use. 
er gee ee — ADERE AD | ol a or ange 
rinted in the souiniine an 
ocibetion. SHARE cRETIFICATES, DEBENTURES, 
CHEQUES, &c., engraved and rinted. OFFICIAL 
SEALS designed and executed. No for Sketches. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO,, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


TO HEH. THE PRINCE OF WALES. 
BB4aD AND ©CO.’"8 Al SAUCE. 


sOUFs, PRESERVED PROVISIONS 

pOttED MEATS and YORK and GAME 
PIES, also 

[SSS0CE OF BEEF, BEEF TEA, 

| ;URTLE SOUP, and JELLY, and other 


fF SULALIZIEG for INVALIDS. 
CAUTION -—-BEWARE OF IMITATIONS. 
Bole addrens : 


Us, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET. MAYFAIR. 


yADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION.— 
L Open at 9 aim. during the Summer Months. 
Wonderful Additions. Book direct to Baker-street Btation. 
Trains and omnibuses from all parte. Just added :—The 
King of Spain, Queen of Holland, &c. Richly-arranged 
Drawing-room Tableau. Magnificent Dresses, Buperb 
Comtamen, Comly Helics, Grand Promenade, Delightful 
muse all day. Special refreshment 





ew rg nolos, &e. 
Fr prices, 


—~ ene Popula Every convenience and 
ommtort 
ADAME TUmeAUD 8S EXHIBITION, 


eet Mation.JABKEZ #PENCER BAL- 
vou ‘ih. WHE Lo LIBERATOR PALURE. eae 2 9 2. =. 
aa , = gy from all parts. Admission, 
Matra rooms 44. MADAME 





CH. GRIFFITHS & SOM 
The £5 5s, 
LEGAL NEST 


SHOULD BE USED BY ALL SOLICITORS, 
ACCOUNTANTS, &o. ‘ 
It is the most convenient and durable yet offered to ty 
rofession. 
Consists of four superior japanned Deed Boxes, with fay 
down fronts, and four compartments in each. y 
Hobbs’ Patent or other Locks. Size, 20in. by 13in. by i 





nm tT UN 


ry 





: 





J/ounted on an elegant Iron Stand, with Brass Mounting, 


N.B.—A Second-hand Triple Nest, consisting of twdr 
fall-front deed boxes on stand, patent locks, and duplicate 
keys, £13; carriage paid in England. Also the * City” 
deed box, 6in. by 12in. by 10in., at 10s. 6d. nett cash. 


Cc. H. GRIFFITHS & SONS, 
__ 43, CANNON STREET, E.C. (Only Address) 


BREAKFAST- SUPPER. 


EPPS 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. ' 


COCOA 


BOILING WATER OR MILK. 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE 


ALEXANDER & SHEPHEABD, TO" 


PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES. 


NEWSPAPERS & PERIODICALS, 
And all General and Commercial Work 


Every desoription of Perating— large or small, 


Printers of THH SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL Newnney® 


Authors advised with as to Printing and Publishisg 
Katimates and all information furnished. 





6A, 
TUMBA' ups t EX HIDE TION, 


Uontracta entered into, 


a= wea e|s 


